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June 18, 1985 

The Senate met at 11 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Our 
prayer this morning will be offered by 
the Reverend Dr. Edward L.R. Elson, 
the former Chaplain of the Senate. 
We are happy to have him with us. 

PRAYER 
The Reverend Edward L.R. Elson, 

S.T.D., former Chaplain, U.S. Senate, 
offered the following prayer: 

God of our fathers and our God, 
who has watched over this Nation 
from generation to generation, look 
upon us in this painful hour of histo
ry, and breathe upon our inmost being 
the reality of Thy guiding presence. 
Put moral muscle in the fiber of our 
common life and arm us with the 
sinews of the spirit. Endow us with a 
deeper compassion, sympathy and ten
derness. Release the captives. Heal the 
sick, comfort the sorrowing and give 
courage to those in danger. 

Guide by Thy higher wisdom the 
President and all who serve in this 
Government that peace and justice 
may everywhere prevail. Now send us 
to our work, strong in spirit, alert in 
mind, warm in heart to do the right 
that needs assistance, against the 
wrong that needs resistance, to the 
future in the distance when the little 
kingdoms of this world are consum
mated in the kingdom whose builder 
and maker is God. 

Hear all our prayers uttered or un
expressed and keep us by Thy grace. 
In Thy holy name we pray. Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
distinguished acting majority leader is 
recognized. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I thank the Chair. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, the 

majority leader is unavoidably de
tained in a meeting this morning. The 
two leaders under the standing order 
have their usual 10 minutes each, and 
I understand that the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] 
would like 5 minutes of leadership 
time, and the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN] would like 2 minutes of 
leadership time. That will follow the 
Democratic leader. 

There is a special order in favor of 
the Senator from Wisconsin, [Mr. 
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PROXMIRE] for not to exceed 15 min
utes. 

There will be a period for the trans
action of routine morning business not 
to extend beyond the hour of 12 noon 
with statements therein limited to 5 
minutes each. 

The Senate, as usual, today will 
stand in recess between the hours of 
12 noon and 2 p.m. for the party 
luncheons. 

At 2 o'clock, the Senate will have 10 
minutes of debate to be equally divid
ed on amendment No. 348, the Bradley 
amendment, to S. 979, the Energy 
Policy and Conservation Act, which 
will be immediately followed by a vote. 
A rollcall vote is expected on final pas
sage of S. 979. 

Following the disposition of S. 979, it 
is the intention of the majority leader 
to begin consideration of S. 408, the 
Small Business Act, or S. 1103, dealing 
with NOAA. 

It is also a possibility that the 
Senate will begin consideration of Cal
endar No. 3, S. 49, the gun bill. 

Mr. President, I will reserve the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. President, I yield to my good 
friend, the Democratic leader. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MINORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
McCONNELL). The minority leader is 
recognized. 

A COMPARISON OF THE SENATE
PASSED BUDGET TO THE 
BYRD CRANSTON-INOUYE-MAT
SUNAGA BUDGET AMENDMENT 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, recently 

the Senate passed the first concurrent 
budget resolution. 

At the time, I described some of the 
inadequacies in that budget and the 
detrimental effects I believe will result 
should it become the budget of the 
U.S. Government for 1986 and beyond. 

One of the most disappointing facts 
about the acceptance of this budget 
was the fact that the Senate had been 
offered-but had rejected by near 
party-line votes-several important 
budget amendments that would have 
resulted in considerable improvement 
to the White House-Republican lead
ership budget. The day before-on 
May 8-I offered such an amendment. 
It was an amendment that had been 
carefully crafted in consultRtion with 
all Members of the Senate Democratic 
Conference, and one that sought to 

remedy the most glaring of the White 
House-Republican leadership budget's 
deficiencies. 

I offered the amendment on behalf 
of myself, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. INOUYE, 
and Mr. MATSUNAGA. The amendment 
offered the Senate a chance to first, 
reduce the deficit more than the final 
Republican budget; second, save the 
cost-of-living adjustment for Social Se
curity and all other retirement and 
veterans programs; third, ensure that 
profitable corporations pay their fair 
share of income taxes; and fourth, cut 
less deeply into a number of Federal 
programs critical to assuring fairness 
and equity for all Americans, to en
hancing our competitiveness with 
other industrialized nations, and to 
making essential investments neces
sary to continued progress in the 
future. 

The Byrd-Cranston-Inouye-Matsu
naga proposal would have reduced the 
deficit in fiscal year 1986 half-a-billion 
dollars more than the White House
Republican budget reduces it. Over 
the 3-year period 1986 through 1988, 
the Democratic leadership proposal 
would have reduced the deficit 7112 bil
lion more-and would have provided a 
lower deficit in each of the 3 years. 

By the end of fiscal year 1988, the 
budget as modified by the Byrd 
amendment would have yielded a defi
cit of $99.6 billion for that year while 
the budget passed by Senate Republi
cans left a deficit of over $104 billion 
in that same year. And, yet, the Byrd 
budget would have been fairer and 
much more nearly sufficient to meet 
America's needs. 

I believe that the single most impor
tant difference between the Byrd-De
mocatic leadership budget and the 
White House-Republican leadership 
budget as passed is that the Byrd pro
posal provided full cost-of-living ad
justments for Social Security-and all 
other retirement, veterans, and dis
ability programs including the Black 
Lung Program-while the Republican 
budget eliminates those COLA's for a 
full 1-year period. 

The Byrd amendment also called on 
the Finance Committee to obtain ap
proximately $61 billion in deficit re
duction from additional revenues. 
Even though budget resolutions 
cannot instruct the committee precise
ly how to do that, I made clear that, 
first, I would object strongly to any in
creases in personal income taxes; and, 
second, I favored gaining the bulk of 
this additional revenue by closing cor-

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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porate tax loopholes through estab
lishment of a 20-percent corporate 
minimum tax and freezing the value 
of corporate tax deductions, credits, 
and exemptions. 

The corporate minimum tax pro
posed in the Byrd budget package 
would apply only to profitable firms 
now paying little or nothing in income 
taxes, and so would not increase the 
burden for struggling or marginal 
firms. Scores of profitable corpora
tions pay little or nothing in income 
taxes at the same time that average 
Americans are being asked to make 
substantial sacrifices in the name of 
deficit reduction. This isn't fair, and 
the amendment I offered was designed 
to remedy this unfairness. 

I also indicated that some of the rev
enues called for in the Byrd-Cranston
Inouye-Matsunaga amendment could 
be achieved by extending the Federal 
tax on cigarettes now scheduled to 
expire at the end of this year, and by 
investing in strengthened tax compli
ance capacity for the Internal Reve
nue Service-so that those who now 
owe taxes would not be permitted to 
escape without paying what they owe. 

In addition to these differences, the 
budget I offered would have restored 
cuts in a number of critical programs 
which are vital to our Nation's future. 
The White House-Republican leader
ship budget as passed eliminates urban 
development grants and export promo
tion loans; and makes deep cuts in 
funding for education, job training, 
basic science and research programs
including National Institutes of 
Health disease prevention and treat
ment research-mass transit, Amtrak, 
regional economic development pro
grams-including the Appalachian Re
gional Commission-and agricultural 
programs. 

The Byrd budget amendment would 
have provided sufficient resources for 
these programs to enable them to con
tinue to meet the needs they now are 
meeting. These programs are impor
tant to our efforts to remain a world 
industrial and commercial leader, to 
preserve the jobs we now have and add 
to them, and to improve our quality of 
life. Cutting them back, as the White 
House-Republican leadership budget 
does, will exact a great toll in future 
years-a toll that our children and 
their children will pay. 

Finally, the Byrd budget amend
ment rejected the Republican budget's 
increases in out-of-pocket health care 
costs to be exacted from Medicare 
beneficiaries, as well as its deep reduc
tions in the Medicaid Program. Under 
the budget the Republicans passed, el
derly and disabled Medicare benefici
aries will have to pay higher premiums 
for physicians and outpatient cover
age, higher deductibles each year 
before that coverage will provide any 
protection, and they will have to make 
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a substantial payment every time they 
receive a home health visit. 

Our Democratic leadership budget 
proposal also cut foreign aid spending 
by $1.9 billion over 3 years-while pro
tecting aid to Israel, Egypt, Greece, 
and Turkey. 

For defense spending, the Byrd 
amendment provided for a 1-percent 
increase above inflation in fiscal year 
1986 and 3 percent beyond inflation in 
each of both 1987 and 1988. The final 
Republican budget provides only an 
inflation adjustment in 1986 and the 
same 3 percent real growth in each of 
the subsequent 2 years. 

I believe that the amendment I of
fered would have provided for a fairer 
and more workable spending plan for 
this Nation for the coming years. It 
also would have given our Nation a 
much greater likelihood of enhancing 
our competitiveness with other indus
trialized countries, and would have 
made important investments in Ameri
ca's future-shortchanged in the Re
publican-White House budget-by 
funding education and child nutrition 
programs, agriculture programs, and 
programs critical to meeting our cities' 
and national transportation needs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that I may reserve the balance of 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I now 

yield 5 minutes of the leadership time 
to the President pro tempore, the Sen
ator from South Carolina, following 
which I would like to yield 2 minutes 
to the Senator from Mississippi CMr. 
COCHRAN]. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
wish to thank the able acting majority 
leader. 

CLOSING OF TEXTILE MILLS 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

rise again today to call to the atten
tion of the Senate and the people of 
this country to the plight of the Amer
ican textile industry. In my home 
State of South Carolina, mills contin
ue to close and employees continue to 
lose their jobs. 

I hold in my hand an article from 
the largest newspaper in South Caroli
na, the State. Its headline reads, 
"Bamberg Mill Shutting Down." 

The article reads this way: 
Bamberg Textile ,Mills is shutting down 

operations because of competition from im
ports, and a majority of its 300 workers have 
already been laid off. 

Zandy Leaderman, chairman of the board 
of the mill's parent company, Rockland In
dustries of Baltimore, said the decision to 
close down the plant was made Wednesday. 

He blamed the closing on "foreign imports 
and the cost of making goods here." 

The plant is Bamberg's largest employer, 
said the mill's comptroller, D.R. Damon. He 
said 175 workers were laid off Thursday and 
another 125 will go within a month. 

The mill's president, Richard Allen of 
Bamberg, could not be reached for comment 
Friday night. 

Leaderman said the plant's closing would 
come "pretty quick." 

"All we're doing is running out the goods 
on the looms now, and that won't take 
long," he said. 

Damon said there was virtually no chance 
the plant would ever reopen, but the build
ing and property would be made available to 
other industries. 

He said there was little chance the laid-off 
employees could be transferred to other di
visions of Rockland. 

The company's other businesses in Bam
berg-an industrial park and a finishing 
plant-will remain open Leaderman said. 

Rockland operated the Bamberg mill for 
the past 17 years, and the mill previously 
had operated under various owners for at 
least 50 years, Leaderman said. 

This article, illustrates what seems 
to be an almost daily occurrence 
through the United States. 

Mr. President, the textile industry 
ranks second to the steel industry for 
purposes of national defense. 

We have to have textiles to make 
uniforms, parachutes, and other items 
that are so important to the defense of 
this country. During times of war, we 
may not be able to get these textile 
products from overseas. 

Mr. President, I hope the adminis
tration will see the light and recognize 
that we are endangering the economy 
and the future of this country by al
lowing these textile mills to close. 

I hope the administration will also 
see the light and recognize that we are 
losing thousands and thousands of 
jobs. 

I beg the administration to study 
this matter in depth. I have backed 
the administration and want to back it 
on everything I can, but the adminis
tration is making a terrible mistake by 
allowing the textile mills of this coun
try to close and allowing imports to 
enter our country on an excessive 
basis. 

Last year, nearly one-half of all the 
cloth used in this country was import
ed. We cannot allow this to continue if 
we are going to protect the economy 
and defense of this Nation. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Mississippi. 

AMERICAN HOSTAGES IN 
LEBANON . 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to commend the President, his Cabinet 
members, and staff who have been 
working to help secure the safe release 
of American citizens who are held hos
tage in Lebanon. 

Our thoughts and prayers are with 
those hostages today. I know all Amer
icans would like for them to know we 
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will not abandon them and that every 
means available and appropriate will 
be used to gain their safe release. 

I cannot help but add, Mr. President, 
my firm belief that we must also see to 
it that somebody is made to pay for 
this heinous and criminal act. 

We must demonstrate through 
action, not just words, that we will use 
our military resources to protect 
American lives and retaliate against 
those responsible for such reprehensi
ble actions. 

I know the options available to us 
are not clearcut, or easy to evaluate, 
but we must not encourage, by our in
action, this kind of callous disregard 
for the lives of American citizens. 

I think it is also important for us to 
review security measures on our over
seas flights. One improvement I feel 
we should consider is the requirement 
that antihijacking personnel be sta
tioned on American air carriers to help 
prevent such acts of terror on overseas 
flights in the future. 

I yield the floor. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
PROXMIRE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE] is recog
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

EXPOSING A MYTH A DAY 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this 

Senator has great admiration and re
spect for the American media. That is 
why, for the life of me, I cannot un
derstand how the critical and dramati
cally improved American press has 
permitted myths or clear and obvious 
contradictions of fact to be advanced 
usually by the administration. Because 
they have been unchallenged and be
cause they have been advanced by the 
President of the United States or au
thoritative public officials speaking 
for him, they are generally believed by 
Americans. They should not be. They 
are untrue. I do not call these myths 
lies. A lie is a deliberate, calculated 
statement that is untrue. The liar 
knows it is untrue. In the case of these 
myths, the administration appears to 
sincerely believe what they say is true. 
They do not deliberately plan to de
ceive. 

I am sure the media, in reporting 
what the President and other leading 
figures in the administration say, does 
not mean to extend and propagate the 
untruth. But they see their job as re
porting the news. What the President 
says is always news. It should be news. 
So they report it. Occasionally, the 
myth is exposed as wrong. But this is 
rarely done. The President or some ad
ministration figure announces the 
myth. The newspapers and television 
and radio report it to every nook and 
cranny of the country. The myth is 

rarely denied. When it is denied, it is 
denied with far less visibility and audi
bility than its original assertion. So 
who is to doubt it? Gradually these 
myths have become an accepted part 
of American public opinion. 

Over the next few days, I will briefly 
discuss on the floor of the Senate a 
myth a day. 

The first myth is that the years 
since the Reagan administration have 
taken over have been years of progress 
in overcoming the country's oldest and 
most serious economic problem: unem
ployment. The fact is that in the years 
since the Reagan policies have devel
oped enough to have an effect on un
employment, unemployment has been 
higher than at any time since the be
ginning of the U.S. participation in 
World War II, 43 years ago. Prior to 
1982, there has been only 2 years since 
1941 when unemployment in America 
exceeded 7 percent. Since 1982, 
Reagan policies have been accompa
nied by unemployment that has ex
ceeded 7 percent in every single year. 
Unemployment seems likely to contin
ue to do so during the remainder of 
the Reagan administration, especially 
in 1985 and 1986. 

This is the No. 1 economic problem 
that most Americans feel and com
plain about-unemployment. People 
do not want a handout. They want a 
job. And yet we have had only 2 years 
until 1982, over the past 43 years, 
when unemployment exceeded 7 per
cent. In every year under President 
Reagan, this has been the case. It is a 
myth that it seems to me we have to 
explode, the notion that this adminis
tration has succeeded in an economic 
program that has gotten our No. 1 eco
nomic problem under control. 

LET'S PUT THE STANDING CON
SULTATIVE COMMISSION TO 
WORK ON ARMS CONTROL 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, yes

terday I discussed the inherent prob
lems of proportional response, and 
today I want to indicate how we can 
resolve some of these problems by 
making greater use of the Standing 
Consultative Commission. 

The 1982 edition of Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agreements, pub
lished by the Arms Control and Disar
mament Agency, made a statement 
that has fascinating implications for 
arms control. Just listen: 

Both the United States and the Soviet 
Union have raised a number of questions in 
the commission-the Standing Consultative 
Commission-relating to each side in com
pliance with the SALT I agreements. In 
each case raised by the United States, the 
Soviet activity in question has either ceased 
or additional information has allayed U.S. 
concern. 

Why is this statement significant? 
Here is why: It means that at least one 
nuclear weapons agreement made be
tween Russia and the United States 

has been for a period of time effective
ly disciplined. It means that thanks to 
the Standing Consultative Commis
sion, SALT I, as of 1982, had probably 
been observed. But it means more. 

It means we have in place an institu
tion-the SCC-which has a record of 
giving both superpowers an opportuni
ty to make a nuclear arms control 
agreement with the U.S.S.R. a reason
ably reliable agreement. Mr. Presi
dent, I stress opportunity. The SCC 
gives the superpowers a fighting 
chance to make nuclear arms control 
agreements work. Does the SCC 
assure us we can rely on Soviet compli
ance with SALT I or SALT II or the 
ABM treaty? Of course not. What does 
it do? It gives the President a chance 
to act constructively to save an arms 
control agreement when our intelli
gence service reports evidence that the 
U.S.S.R. may be violating the treaty. 
It gives the Soviets the same construc
tive opportunity. The Arms Control 
Agency report that the SCC worked to 
correct possible Soviet violations of 
SALT I or it worked to allay our suspi
cions. 

What does that prove? It proves how 
useful the sec can be if we use it ag
gressively. The SCC has jurisdiction 
with respect to SALT II. It also applies 
to the antiballistic missile treaties. In 
the case of both of these treaties the 
administration has alleged that the 
Soviets have been in violation. What 
has the administration done about 
these violations? The violations have 
allegedly occurred over the first 2 or 3 
years. The SCC is required by agree
ment to meet at least twice a year. 
Since the Arms Control Agency in a 
public unclassified report was able to 
give Americans assurance in 1982 that 
the Soviets had satisfied our concerns 
as expressed in sec meetings with re
spect to compliance with SALT I, why 
do we not have a report from the 
ACDA now on the U.S.S.R. compliance 
or lack thereof on the ABM treaty and 
SALT II? Instead of the kind of ag
gressive use of the sec that worked in 
the past, we have an offhand assertion 
by the President that we may violate 
SALT II because compliance has been 
"rather onesided." Perhaps the Presi
dent is right, but where is the evi
dence? Why does not the President or 
the ACDA tell us if the United States 
has or has not taken its case to the 
SCC? 

If the administration has not done 
so precisely, what was the reason for 
the creation of the Standing Consulta
tive Commission? Did they or did they 
not agree either to discontinue viola
tions of the Soviet Union or to satisfy 
the United States that the U.S.S.R. 
was not in violation of the treaty? If 
the ACDA can make the report it 
made in 1982 in general terms specify
ing compliance or noncompliance by 
the Soviets without violating the con-
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fidentiality agreement made in estab
lishing the sec, why can it not make 
a similar report in 1985? 

Mr. President, the use of the SCC to 
verify or rebut charges of violations of 
nuclear arms control agreements is at 
this time crucial to the preservation of 
arms control. The survival of two of 
the five major nuclear arms control 
agreements between the United States 
and the U .S.S.R. hangs in the balance. 
Obviously, if the Soviet Union or the 
United States want to kill arms con
trol, it is dead. But both countries will 
lose tragically if nuclear arms control 
dies. Both will suffer cruelly from the 
burden of a continued and accelerated 
arms race. Both countries will risk a 
sharp escalation in the prospect of a 
nuclear war that would utterly destroy 
the super powers. Either super power 
can kill arms control. Unless this ad
ministration makes full use of the op
portunity to salvage these major trea
ties in the Standing Consultative Com
mission, the United States will bear a 
heavy share of guilt for the collapse of 
nuclear arms control. 

WILFRID ISRAEL'S NOBLE LIFE 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, last 

week I spoke in this Chamber on two 
books that were reviewed in the April 
issue of Commentary magazine by 
Richard S. Levy. 

Today, Mr. President, I would like to 
speak on the third book Mr. Levy re
views in that April issue. It is a book 
that brings to light the extraordinary 
bravery of Wilfrid Israel, a Jew who 
remained in Hitler's Germany until 
1939 and who arranged the escape of 
many of his fellow Jews. 

The book is "A Refuge From Dark
ness: Wilfrid Israel and the Rescue of 
the Jews," written by Naomi Shep
herd. It describes the rescue of Jews as 
seen from the grassroots level. 

It is a reminder to us, Mr. President, 
that even a tragedy of such incompre
hensible proportions as the Holocaust 
was fashioned by individuals and that 
it was and still is up to individuals to 
stand up to such evil. 

Let us examine the example of Wil
frid Israel. Israel took part in the 
famine relief in Russia in 1921 and 
witnessed human indifference to the 
deaths of millions. 

When Hitler rose to power in Ger
many in 1933, Wilfrid Israel could 
easily have escaped since he was 
wealthy and possessed a British pass
port. 

But Israel chose to remain until just 
before the war started in order to 
assist the weaker victims of Nazism. 
He used connections and bribery to ar
range the escape of many Jewish chil
dren to Britain and Palestine. He even 
managed to accomplish the release of 
numerous individuals from concentra
tion camps. 

After arriving in Britain in 1939, 
Israel worked as a German expert for 
various agencies, trying to convince 
the British of the danger European 
Jews faced. He also concentrated on 
the problem of postwar relief and re
settlement. 

Sadly, returning from a mission to 
Jewish refugee camps in Spain and 
Portugal in 1943, Wilfrid Israel died 
when the Germans shot down the 
plane in which he was traveling. 

Wilfrid Israel's noble life was filled 
with danger. But he showed extreme 
courage. 

Mr. President, civilization does not 
face such extreme danger today, 
where a madman is trying to extermi
nate an entire race of people, as we did 
before and during World War II, with 
Hitler. Yet the threat that such a 
nightmare can occur again will always 
remain. 

That is why we must have the cour
age to protect our liberty and stand up 
for basic human rights. 

That is why we must be forever vigi
lant that a Holocaust never be repeat
ed. 

That is why we in this Chamber 
must ratify the Genocide Treaty. 

Remembering the tragedy that en
gulfed the life of Wilfrid Israel, the 
Senate should underscore the determi
nation of the United States to ensure 
that no people live in fear of the crime 
of genocide. 

The Senate must ratify the Geno
cide Treaty, and it must do it quickly. 

In the final days of the last session, 
we passed a resolution to take up the 
Genocide Treaty promptly this ses
sion, with only two negative votes. It 
has now been reported to us by the 
Foreign Affairs Committee for the 
sixth time, by a 10-to-1 vote. The 
treaty has enjoyed the support of 
every President since World War II. 

To ratify the Genocide Treaty is to 
affirm our love of liberty. 

To ratify the Genocide Treaty is to 
display the courage that is inbred in 
our political system. 

To ratify the Genocide Treaty is to 
document our compassion for basic 
human rights. 

Not to ratify this important treaty, 
Mr. President, is to shame the valor 
Wilfrid Israel and so many others like 
him showed during this nightmare in 
world history. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business for not to extend 
beyond the hour of 12 noon, with 
statements therein limited to 5 min
utes each. 

MISTREATMENT OF JEWS IN 
SOVIET UNION 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I rise 
today to denounce the treatment of 
Jews in the Soviet Union. In so doing I 
am honored to join a number of my 
colleagues as a participant in the 1985 
Congressional Call to Conscience. 

It is the obligation of those fortu
nate enough to live in a free society to 
remain aware of those who enjoy no 
such priviledge. It is incumbent upon 
us to speak out against the oppression 
which exists in those parts of the 
world where governments deny their 
citizens the most basic human rights. 

We have recently embarked upon 
another round of arms negotiations 
with the Soviet Union. We fully recog
nize the existence of a goal we share 
with the Soviets-the avoidance of our 
mutual annihilation. Yet, that does 
not imply the preclusion of our duty 
to speak out against Soviet practices 
when those practices warrant criti
cism. 

In the present case, we must not 
forget that the condition of Soviet 
Jews continues to deteriorate. Fewer 
Jews are now allowed to leave the 
Soviet Union than at any other time 
in the previous 10 years. Indeed, there 
is speculation that the Soviet authori
ties are considering the termination of 
all emigration. At the same time, there 
are reports that at no time since the 
reign of Stalin have there been more 
acts of official discrimination and re
pression directed at Soviet Jews. 

Moscow observers cannot remember 
a recent period in which there have 
been so many unfounded political ar
rests of Jews. They range from teach
ers of Hebrew, sentenced to forced 
labor camps, to cultural activists, com
mitted to psychiatric hospitals. Dissi
dents have been arrested on trumped 
up charges or simply accused of com
mitting anti-Soviet slander. 

The Soviet authorities deny these al
legations. They counter that Jews 
occupy positions of importance within 
Soviet society as professionals and aca
demics and that they are not mistreat
ed. It is their position that the level of 
emigration has dropped because few 
Soviet Jews have a desire to emigrate 
and that many who have left are un
happy. They assert that those who 
apply to emigrate are not stigmatized. 

But, Mr. President, I would like to 
tell you about Yuli Kosharovsky, a 
Soviet refusenik whom I have adopted. 
He and his family have been trying to 
emigrate to Israel from Moscow for 14 
years. 

Yuli is a 36-year-old radio electronics 
engineer. He first applied to emigrate 
from the Soviet Union in April 1971, 
but his application was refused one 
month later on the grounds of the "se
crecy" of his previous work. In May 
1980, Kosharovsky was advised that 
his period of "secrecy" had expired, 
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but that he would not be permitted to 
emigrate for a new reason-the ab
sence of close relatives in Israel. 

During the years that Kosharovsky 
has been compelled to live as a refuse
nik in the Soviet Union, he has been 
the target of relentless harassment 
and intimidation. Denied work in his 
chosen profession because of his desire 
to emigrate, Kosharovsky was then 
threatened with arrest in 1977 on a 
"parasitism" charge. He was placed 
under house arrest during President 
Nixon's visit to the Soviet Union and 
has imprisoned on charges of "hooli
ganism" and disturbing the public 
order. He was even led away from his 
home in chains on one occasion. 

Mr. Kosharovsky and his family 
have endured more than a decade of 
suffering and hardship resulting from 
his desire to emigrate to Israel and his 
teaching of Hebrew. He and his family 
are part of a large and growing 
number of Jews across the Soviet 
Union who have regrettably concluded 
that there is no future for them in 
their country and who seek to estab
lish new lives for themselves in the 
historic homeland of the Jewish 
people-Israel. 

Americans from many walks of life 
have focussed their attention and ef
forts upon working for the repatri
ation of Kosharovsky and thousands 
of other Jewish refuseniks. I will con
tinue my efforts on behalf of Koshar
ovsky until he and his family are al
lowed to emigrate to Israel. The Sovi
ets must be made to realize how ab
horrent the world finds their treat
ment of their own Jewish citizens. We 
implore the Soviet Union to recognize 
the universal right of emigration and 
to release those who are held in that 
country against their will. 

TIMBER TAXES 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the 

administration's long-awaited tax 
reform proposal with its provisions on 
timber tax treatment reflects a serious 
misunderstanding about the nature of 
the forestry enterprise-an enterprise 
that is vital to the economic well-being 
of Oregon and other timber-producing 
States. On behalf of my colleagues, 
Senators McCLURE and SYMMS of 
Idaho, and Senators, GORTON and 
EVANS of Washington, I would like to 
relate to my colleagues some of the 
unique requirements of timber man
agement and the benefits they confer. 

First and foremost, timber growing 
is an inherently risky, long-term enter
prise. Money invested in a stand of 
trees that requires 60 years before 
harvest represents risk capital at work. 
That is why retaining capital gains 
treatment for timber is essential if we 
are to attract the capital investment 
necessary to replenish our forests. 

Rural, forest-based economies across 
the country have depended greatly on 

the practice of sustained-yield forestry 
to assure the nation of a continuous 
crop of timber. And sustained-yield 
forestry was made possible by the pas
sage of timber capital gains treatment 
legislation in 1944. Since that time, 
Mr. President, companies and individ
ual woodland owners have responded 
to this wise policy by practicing sound 
forest management, rewarding the 
nation with magnificent forests for 
commodity and recreational use, and 
providing a livelihood for thousands of 
people. 

In 1982 alone, the latest year for 
which statistics are available, more 
than half-a-million acres were refor
ested throughout the Western States. 
That enviable record typifies the post
war experience which has become one 
of the great conservation success sto
ries of our ERA. The bygone days of 
cut-and-run forestry have been re
placed by the practice of scientific 
forest management. Do we now want 
to jeopardize this admirable accom
plishment by depriving forest land 
owners of the enlightened policies 
that have helped make it all possible? 

In many regions of the country, Mr. 
President, forestry is the lifeblood of 
rural communities. Oregon has 
become virtually synonomous with 
timberland. In 1982, Oregon's forest 
industry employed more than 88,000 
men and women-over a third of all 
manufacturing employees in my State. 
In addition to the 5.3 million acres of 
company timberlands, Oregon boasts 
more than 25, 700 private individual 
woodland owners. These individuals 
face the same steep initial planting 
costs, the same long holding periods 
for their tree crops, and the same risks 
that the companies face. Without 
proper tax incentives to balance the 
extraordinary uncertainties of timber 
investment, I fear for the long-term 
prospects of Oregon's most important 
manufacturing enterprise. 

The goal of tax reform is certainly 
an admirable one. We all want a sim
pler, more rational Tax Code. I have 
introduced a major reform package, 
simpliform, in every Congress since 
1972. But as we debate this issue in 
the months ahead, I trust we will rec
ognize our obligation to think about 
the consequences of our actions. It will 
be a Pyrrhic victory, Mr. President, if 
we inadvertently destroy an important 
industry for the sake of building a 
better Tax Code. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that two short fact sheets devel
oped by wood products experts be in
cluded in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
THE PRESIDENT'S TAX PROPOSAL-THE IMPACT 

ON TIMBER CAPITAL GAINS 

The Administration's proposal would 
eliminate Section 631. Large numbers of 
timber owners would not be entitled to cap-

ital gains treatment at all, while other 
owners would still be entitled to capital 
gains treatment under the general rules ap
plicable to owners of investment property. 
The result of such a change would return 
the industry to the incoherent state which 
existed prior to the enactment of Section 
631 when timber owners were taxes differ
ently. 

In attempting to achieve tax "neutrality" 
among investment alternatives, timber in
vestments-long-term in nature with large 
front-end capital outlays, accompanied by 
substantial risk (both physical and 
market)-are classic examples of risk capital 
at work. The economic theory behind the 
proposal assumes current law misallocates 
capital to some investments and that 
market price realignments will correct such 
misallocations-simply ignoring timber 
growing's extended time horizons. 

The Administration's proposal, by repeal
ing Section 631, would increase the rate of 
tax on timber appreciation-from a 20% 
rate to 35% for individuals and from a 28% 
rate to 33% for corporations. The repeal of 
Section 631 would be outright with no re
placement provision or offset-basis index
ing or depletion purposes would be prospec
tive only, the economic effect of which 
would be miniscule. 

The combination of factors in the Presi
dent's proposal which impact timber would 
inevitably increase the cost of our timber re
sources. This has obvious implications for 
our ability to compete in both domestic and 
world markets. The forest products industry 
was an effective competitor in the interna
tional market place before exchange rates 
went awry and the industry intends to 
regain that posture when rates come back 
into balance. Increasing the domestic costs 
of timber resources clearly would delay the 
time when the industry can again become 
competitive, further damaging our balance 
of payments. 

Elimination of capital gains on timber 
would be a monumental breach of faith 
with timber owners who have planted and 
maintained their forests over decades in an
ticipation of a rate of return predicated on 
lower tax rates. To encourage reforestation 
with a rate differential incentive and then 
to eliminate the differential prior to harvest 
would guarantee a substantial reduction in 
reforestation activities subsequent to the 
adoption of the President's proposal. 

A significant tax rate differential <cur
rently 18 percentage points for corporations 
and 30 points at the maximum rate for indi
viduals) is necessary to attract capital to 
forestry. In 1984, the Department of Agri
culture forecasted that in the long run, 
timber remains in critically short supply-a 
conclusion also reached by numerous pri
vate forecasts. The study concluded that 
new and incremental investment is needed 
to meet these shortages, investment which 
is difficult to achieve under even the cur
rent tax system. 

The consequences of the President's tax 
proposal is failure to provide a risk capital 
incentive to timber would be as follows: 

Marginal timberlands would simply not be 
regenerated and much less intensive forest
ry would be practiced on those lands that 
are reforested. 

Because the rate of return at the time of 
harvest would be reduced, timber utilization 
from each acre would be less. The obvious 
consequences of lower utilization would be 
that more acres would be harvested to pro
vide an equivalent flow of wood. This places 
significant pressure on both public and pri-
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vate lands to make more acres available for 
harvest-an exact contradiction of the cur
rent social trend toward reserving acreage 
for multiple use or preservation. 

The President's proposal, by virtue of low
ering rates of return on the harvest or sale 
of timber, coupled with the raising of rates 
of return on other investments because of 
the decreased tax rates, will: 

Encourage timber owners to redeploy the 
capital presently invested in timber to alter
native investments by liquidating timber in
vestments. 

Further impede the badly needed future 
investments in timber. 

THE PRESIDENT'S TAX PROPOSAL-CAPITALIZA
TION REQUIREMENTS FOR TIMBER OWNERS 

NATURE OF THE PROPOSAL 

The President's Proposal would impose on 
timber owners a requirement to capitalize 
virtually all management costs, property 
taxes and interest expense from the time 
timber is first planted until it is ultimately 
harvested or sold. This requirement would 
encourage timber owners to manage their 
forestry investments less intensively, liqui
date existing timber investments even 
though sound forestry might dictate other
wise and provide a significant disincentive 
to future forestry investment. 

The proposal would reduce the already 
low rate of return by approximately two 
percentage points for both individuals and 
corporations. 

THE PROPOSED CAPITALIZATION RULES 

Under current law, timber owners are re
quired to capitalize all direct costs of plant
ing and establishing a stand of timber. 
Under general principles of tax law applica
ble to all taxpayers, all other costs of man
aging and protecting a forestry investment 
are deductible. Similarly, property taxes 
and interest expense are deductible for 
timber owners as they are for all other tax
payers. 

The President's tax reform proposal 
would require these costs to be capitalized 
annually and be deducted through depletion 
at the time the timber is ultimately sold or 
harvested. The costs to be capitalized for all 
timber owners would include fire, disease, 
and insect control expenses; management 
expenses; and property taxes. Interest ex
pense of any timber owner would generally 
be deemed first to be incurred for the carry
ing of the timber investment and would 
have to be capitalized. The amount capital
ized would be the interest on the amount of 
debt up to the basis of the timber. This pro
posal assumes that, irrespective of the un
derlying purpose for which debt is incurred, 
if a timber investment were liquidated, such 
debt could be liquidated. For example, if a 
timber owner is also a farmer and borrows 
money to buy a new tractor, the amount of 
this borrowing would be considered incurred 
to carry the owner's timber investment. 

The proposal is based on the concept that 
because a timber investment involves a sub
stantial period of time over which the 
income is to be realized, these costs should 
be capitalized and recovered at the time of 
disposal. 

The proposal assumes that this treatment: 
Better matches revenue and expense. 

<Neither the financial statements of all 
companies within the industry audited by 
various public accountants nor the AICPA 
have reached the same conclusion-this is a 
new and unsubstantiated interpretation.> 

Eliminates abusive tax shelters in the 
"natural deferral" industries. <Under cur-

rent law, timber investments are treated the 
same as all other investments; in fact, few, if 
any, tax shelters involving timber have ever 
existed.) 

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL 

This proposal, if enacted, would create a 
serious impediment to forestry investment 
and the practice of sound forestry. Timber 
would be treated differentially from virtual
ly all other forms of investment with a re
quirement that management, protection, 
property tax and interest expenses be cap
italized. Such treatment obviously raises the 
after-tax cost of such expenditures, reduc
ing the rate of return on timber invest
ments, and significantly limiting the 
amount of capital available to timber grow
ing. 

TERRORISTS' DEMANDS MUST 
BE REJECTED 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the hi
jacking of TWA flight 847 is just one 
more example of what will continue to 
happen to us if we yield to the de
mands of terrorism. 

If we give in to terrorists, it will only 
lead to more of the same. Therefore, 
the only way to deal with this situa
tion is to fix the responsibility and 
punish those responsible. 

We should tell these people that 
their demands are being rejected and 
we will make them pay a steep price 
for what they have already done, as 
well as any further outrages. 

I hope and pray that no more hos
tages will be harmed. But even if our 
actions cost American lives today, fail
ure to act swiftly with force will un
doubtedly cost us hundreds, even 
thousands of lives in the years to 
come. 

I have communicated my feelings to 
the White House and hope that the 
President knows that this is his oppor
tunity to prove he is a strong leader, 
and that he will not allow our country 
to once again be humiliated on the 
world stage by thugs who kill innocent 
people in the name of their religion, or 
their distorted view of our situation. 

THREATENED VETO OF FISCAL 
1985 SUPPLEMENTAL 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, this 
morning's newspaper carried stories of 
a threatened veto of H.R. 2577, the 
fiscal year 1985 supplemental appro
priation bill. I must say I was some
what taken aback by those accounts. 
First of all, I find it unusual to have 
such threats prior to Senate action. 
Usually Mr. Stockman holds his fire 
until after the Senate has worked its 
will, and, indeed the official statement 
of administration policy of today's 
date makes not mention of any veto. 

Be that as it may, I am particularly 
disappointed that the OMB Director, 
that untiring warrior against the Fed
eral deficit, is threatening veto of a 
bill that is below the President's re
quest. 

The bill reported from the Appro
priations Committee last Thursday 
provides a total of $13.468 billion. The 
President's request, including the re
quest for $250 million for economic as
sistance to Jordan that was transmit
ted to the Congress during our 
markup, amounts to a total of $13.885 
billion. So the measure reported to the 
Senate by the Appropriations Commit
tee is more than $400 million below 
the President's request. I would 
submit that the committee is doing a 
better job on the deficit than the 
OMB Director. 

Mr. President, the OMB Director ap
parently wants to make this an issue 
of funding for water projects. But the 
25 water projects he has so vehement
ly attacked are only provided $63 mil
lion in the bill reported by the com
mittee. There is much, much more of 
importance to the President and the 
Members of this Senate. The bill 
would provide $3.9 billion for reim
bursement of net realized losses of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, $3.5 
billion for payments to the Social Se
curity trust funds, $2 billion for for
eign aid to Israel and Egypt, $38 mil
lion for humanitarian assistance to 
Nicaragua, $720 million for guaranteed 
student loans, $318 million for food 
stamps, $175 million for veterans com
pensation and pensions, $72 million 
for an enhanced drug enforcement ini
tiative, and $1.3 billion in pay costs, 
among other items. All of these appro
priations were requested by the ad
ministration. I would like to point out 
that the aid package for Israel and 
Egypt alone exceeds the entire con
struction cost of all 25 water projects. 
Additional bill highlights and details 
are contained in Senate Report 99-82, 
which has been available since Friday 
morning. 

In addition to all these important 
matters, the committee has recom
mended to the Senate a package of 25 
water projects and the first-year fund
ing required. Given the rather distort
ed presentation in this morning's 
papers, I would like to give a little 
background on this proposal. I will 
have more to say on this subject in a 
special order speech tomorrow. 

The last major water project con
struction authorization bill was signed 
into law in December 1970. Water 
needs and congressional pressure have 
intensified over 14 years of delay and 
inaction. Since 1980, the Corps of En
gineers has started construction on 
only 2 new projects while completing 
construction on about 95. The actual 
construction appropriation has been 
reduced from $1.6 billion in 1980 to 
$864 million in 1985. 

The bill reported by the committee 
includes $63.1 million for 25 new 
projects, 22 corps and 3 Bureau 
projects. These are the same projects 
that passed the Senate last October on 
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the continuing resolution. The com
mittee version includes a cost-sharing 
provision. The provision would fence 
the appropriations until cost-sharing 
agreements "under terms and condi
tions" acceptable to the administra
tion are reached. 

The cost-sharing provision prohibits 
spending on any projects until the 
corps or Bureau sign binding cost
sharing agreements with the local 
sponsors and these agreements are 
sent to Congress for review. The com
mittee recommended the cost-sharing 
language hoping to spark a major 
breakthrough in the long-stalled water 
project debate. Environmental groups 
have called the fencing language a 
very significant step toward resolving 
the project funding policy issue. 

The administration has requested 32 
new projects, 29 corps and 3 bureau 
projects, 6 of which are not author
ized, in their budget. The administra
tion does not have binding agreements 
for cost-sharing on any of these 
projects. At best, the local sponsors 
have indicated an interest in cost-shar
ing through informal letters of intent. 
The total Federal cost of the 25 
projects in the Senate supplemental 
over the construction period, 7 to 10 
years, would be $1.4 billion with the 
administration's cost sharing. The 
total cost of the administration's 32 
projects is $1.4 billion. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a table summarizing the 
committee's recommendation, the 
House position, and the administra
tion request be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NEW WATER PROJECTS-Continued 
[In millions of dollars] 

Federal cost Commit-
Author- Project Admin- tee 
ized cost Current istration recom-

policy proposal mendation 

Oregon: Bonneville lock 
and dam. 

191.0 191.0 57.3 6.0 

Texas: (A) Freeport 26.6 25.l 8.0 2.0 
Harbor. 

Utah: (A) Little Dell Lake ... Y 107.9 105.0 53.3 2.0 
Virginia: 

Norfolk Harbor ............. N 525.6 467.7 16.l 8.0 
Richmond Filtration.... .. Y 11.4 10.3 7.4 1.0 

Subtotal, Corps of 3,208.l 2,709.7 721.3 48.8 
Engineers. 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
Arizona: (A) Headgate 

Rock. 
58.l 58.l 58.l 8.3 

Colorado/New Mexico: 589.2 543.l 543.l 1.0 
Animas-La Plata. 

Wyoming: (A) Buffalo Bill 
Dam. 

y 117.7 70.7 70.7 5.0 

Subtotal, Bureau 765.0 671.9 671.9 14.3 
of Reclamation. 

Grand total .......... .... 3,968.0 3,379.0 1,392.0 63.l 

Summary comparison with House action-House: 35 projects; $1.2 billion 
total Federal cost; $71.9 million new appropriation; 25 projects requested by 
the administration. Senate: 25 projects; $1.4 billion total Federal cost with cost 
sharing; 11 unauthorized projects which would be authorized; $63.l million 
new appropriation; 10 projects requested by the administration. Administration: 
32 projects; $1.4 billion total Federal cost with cost sharing; 6 unauthorized 
projects; $55.8 million new appropriation. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thought 

it might be helpful to my colleagues 
and others who have an interest in leg
islation to recap what we hope to do 
for the balance of this week. 

As has been previously announced, 
eor;it- there will be the customary Tuesday 
recom- recess from 12 o'clock to 2 o'clock so 

mendation that members of each party can have 
----------------- their policy luncheons. Then we will 

reconvene at 2 o'clock and begin 
0J voting, after 10 minutes of debate, on 

the Bradley amendment to S. 979, 
3·0 EPCA, the Energy Policy Conserva-
1.0 tion Act. Following the vote on the 

Bradley amendment, the Senate will 
1.0 vote on final passage of the bill. I am 
2·0 not certain whether there will be a 
2.0 rollcall on final passage. 

Following disposition of that bill, it 
. 5 is my intention to turn to S. 408, the 

1.2 Small Business Administration Au-
thorization Act. If we do that, we can 

~:~ expect votes on that bill. I hope it 
1.5 could be disposed of at an early hour 
1.o this evening. 
3.0 I would also hope that in the process 

we can dispose of a couple of the Com-
1.0 merce Committee bills that we believe 
L~ are noncontroversial. Maybe we could 

do that in the wrapup this evening. 

It would then be the intention of the 
majority leader to lay down S. 49, the 
McClure-Volkmer gun bill. Then on 
Wednesday, the gun bill, if pending, 
and also possibly to begin consider
ation of H.R. 2577, the supplemental 
appropriations bill, although I would 
indicate again that there is some dif
ference of opinion there between the 
White House and the Appropriations 
Committee. The White House has in
dicated, unless there is some agree
ment worked out on the water 
projects, unless there is some reform 
included in the supplemental, then the 
President would perhaps veto the sup
plemental appropriations bill. I am not 
so certain I want to spend 3 or 4 days 
on something that we are certain is 
going to be vetoed. There ought to be 
other ways to occupy our time. But 
there may be some way to resolve that 
difference of opinion between the 
committee and the President's repre
sentatives. We will be meeting on that 
later today. 

In reference to S. 49, there is a possi
bility of some time agreement being 
worked out. It is not accomplished yet. 
If not, we will probably be on that bill 
on Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday, 
and/ or the supplemental appropria
tions bill on Wednesday, Thursday, or 
Friday. , 

On Friday, we hopefully will be able 
to complete business somewhere be
tween 3:30 and 4 o'clock in the after
noon. 

Next week, of course, will be a busy 
week, because there is the July Fourth 
recess that starts on the 28th. I hope 
during that week we can bring up the 
imputed interest bill. Again, I would 
indicate that is the first tax bill to hit 
the Senate floor this year. There is 
always a desire by Members to put on 
little amendments. If that is the case, 
we will not bring up imputed interest 
next week or the next week or the 
next week or the next week. So I hope 
all those Members who feel compelled 
to off er tax amendments will just wait 
until we get to the big tax reform pro
posal, which is moving, at least there 
are hearings being held, and maybe 
will consider later this year. 

If we can reach some time agree
ment on the imputed interest bill and 
some understanding as far as amend
ments, I think it is a matter that 
should be addressed before the recess. 
We have conveyed this information to 
the chairman of the Finance Commit
tee, Senator PACKWOOD . 

If we do all those things, and I be
lieve we will obviously be looking at 
the Executive Calendar and other non
controversial measures that we can 
dispose of in the process, then we 
would be able to recess on Thursday or 
Friday of next week with a fairly clean 
calendar and we would come back 
after the July Fourth recess prepared 
to take up other business, the South 
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Africa apartheid bill, perhaps. There 
are a number of additional measures 
that are pending which we might also 
take up. 

So I would just indicate to my col
leagues that we will have votes today, 
undoubtedly have votes tomorrow, 
Thursday, and Friday, and we hope to 
complete action in the Senate by 3:30 
or 4 o'clock. 

RECESS UNTIL 2 P.M. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the hour of 12 
noon having arrived, the Senate will 
now stand in recess until the hour of 2 
p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 11:59 
a.m., recessed until 2 p.m.; whereupon, 
the Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer CMr. 
EVANS]. 

ENERGY POLICY AND CONSER
VATION AMENDMENTS ACT OF 
1985 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the hour of 2 p.m. 
having arrived, the Senate will resume 
consideration of S. 979, which the 
clerk will state. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <S. 979) to extend the expiration 
date of titles I and II of the Energy Policy 
and Conservation Act, and for other pur
poses. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the bill. 

Pending: 
Bradley Amendment No. 348, to require 

the President to prepare and implement a 
program of emergency block grants to 
States to enable them to deal with the ef
fects of suddenly higher oil prices during an 
oil emergency. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Jersey. 

AMENDMENT NO. 348 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, this 
issue is not complicated, but it is enor
mously important. If there were a dis
ruption in oil supplies from the gulf 
today, we as a nation have no re
sponse, none. The amendment that I 
am offering simply authorizes standby 
emergency bloc1{ grants to States 
during an oil supply disruption. It is a 
modest attempt to do something for 
those segments of America which 
cannot quickly adapt to suddenly 
higher prices for gasoline, heating oil, 
and food. Those segments include poor 
people, State and local governments 
trying to maintain essential public 
services, such as police, fire, and am
bulance, and poor farmers who must 
pay the higher fuel prices for their 
farm vehicles. 

Mr. President, this is important to 
understand. If there is a disruption, 
the price of oil will skyrocket. The 
present Low-Income Assistance Pro-

gram is based on what poor people pay 
for heating and cooling. It says noth
ing about gasoline. It essentially gives 
no relief to the poor people who live 
west of the Mississippi. 

Mr. President, in past oil supply dis
ruptions, we had legislation for price 
controls. There is no legislation for 
price controls today on the books. 
Unlike in the past, and I would like to 
underline this, the choice before us 
today is between standby block grants 
and nothing-nothing. No response. 
No response to the panic, to the chaos, 
to the rush to the gas stations, to the 
suffering caused by higher oil prices 
that will accompany the next oil 
supply disruption. 

Mr. President, the amendment 
before us today was passed in the 
Energy Committee last year by a vote 
of 9 to 8. Unlike amendments similar 
to this in 1981, this amendment is dif
ferent. This program is discretionary, 
not mandatory. Unlike price control 
authority, which the President has 
vetoed, this program has not drawn a 
veto threat. 

The Congress would be in full con
trol of the size of the Block Grant 
Program and the allocation. 

Mr. President, if there is an oil 
supply disruption, the Federal Gov
ernment will get more money. It will 
get more money because of the in
creased revenues that will automati
cally flow from the windfall profits 
tax. It will get more money because we 
will auction oil in the strategic petrole
um reserve. 

This amendment simply says take 
that money, this additional revenue 
that comes from the events of an oil 
supply disruption, and return it to 
Governors so that they can cope with 
the economic circumstances in their 
State, so that they can make sure that 
poor people and essential industries 
have the means to pay the higher oil 
prices. 

Mr. President, this is our last chance 
to prepare for the next supply disrup
tion. The next time we take it up we 
will be in the middle of a crisis. The 
time to authorize is now. The time to 
prepare for the next emergency is 
now. 

When the disruption comes, all of 
you will be asked, why are we not pre
pared for this? Why did we not do 
something? Why are we not prepared? 

Mr. President, the distinguished 
chairman says this Financial Assist
ance Program is not perfect. But it is 
better than nothing. What will you 
say when you are asked during the 
next oil supply emergency, what did 
you do to prepare? If you vote against 
thjs amendment, you will say, "Noth
ing." 

I think that is an inappropriate re
sponse for the U.S. Senate. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment. It is 
not that I disagree with the Senator 
from New Jersey as to whether or not 
we ought to have some emergency re
sponse mechanism and some planning. 
It is just that it seems to me this is the 
least appropriate way to do it. 

We have tried before, as I said yes
terday, to pass standby emergency pe
troleum allocation authority. Such a 
bill did pass the Senate and the House, 
but it was, unfortunately, vetoed by 
the President of the United States be
cause he did not wish to have that au
thority. 

The Senate and the House did not 
have enough votes to override that 
veto, so the veto stood, and I suspect 
will stay in that regard. 

At the time we debated that bill on 
the floor, the Senator from New 
Jersey raised the issue being discussed 
here today, as he had in the commit
tee earlier, with respect to revenue re
cycling as an alternative to the alloca
tion of oil supplies. The theory was 
simply that we had not done well in 
the allocation of petroleum supplies; 
that we should let the market do that; 
let the price run up wherever the price 
would run; then make sure the people 
have enough money to buy the high
priced supplies. 

The Senator did not say as loudly 
today as he did yesterday with respect 
to businesses as he has with respect to 
individuals, but the amendment also 
includes a recycling of revenues to 
businesses so that they can buy the 
high-priced petroleum. 

This proposal is all premised upon 
the assumption that somehow this is 
not going to cost anything because we 
can sell strategic petroleum reserve oil 
for enough to provide the money to 
give to the Governors to do the good 
things that we want done; not exactly 
how the Governors would do it, but at 
least provide them with some money if 
Congress at that time acts. 

Mr. President, I do not mean to be
labor, it, but I think the Government, 
who obviously does not do a very good 
job at allocating petroleum supplies in 
the event of an emergency, is not 
going to do any better in making the 
allocation of money in the event of an 
emergency. 

Although admittedly the Federal 
Government has a lot more experience 
in handing out money than they do in 
the allocation of petroleum, I would 
submit that the record is not good. 
But in this instance it is one step re
moved from that because without any 
guidelines, without any instructions, 
and with precious little direction at 
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all. We would simply write out 50 
checks to 50 State Governors and say, 
"Now, you go do it." 

That, I submit, is not a good practice 
for us to be involved in. I hope the 
Senate will reject the amendment. 

I have talked to the Senator from 
New Jersey, and I know of this utter 
good faith in this matter. Because of 
his utter good faith in this matter, I 
will not make a motion to table. I do, 
however, hope that in the vote that 
has been called for, the Senate will be 
prepared to reject the amendment. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, how 
much time have I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute. 

Mr. BRADLEY. If I could, I would 
like to make one final statement. 

I agree with the chairman, the Fed
eral Government does not do a good 
job of allocating oil. This amendment 
would have the Federal Government 
send 50 checks-that is it, 50 checks
to State Governors to allow them to 
cope with the higher prices of oil 
caused by an oil supply disruption. 
They would be aimed at essential busi
nesses and the low-income families. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to support emergency finan
cial response amendment No. 348, in
troduced by Senator BRADLEY. This 
amendment to the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Amendments Act of 1985 
provides emergency block grants to 
State Governors in the event of an oil 
supply disruption. 

Now is the time to prepare for 
future energy crises. The strategic pe
troleum reserve is the first component 
of a strategy to deal with oil supply 
disruptions. The second component 
should be a mechanism to provide 
emergency financial assistance in the 
event of a crisis. The proposed standby 
block plan established in this amend
ment can help to mitigate extreme 
personal hardship, maintain essential 
public services, and maintain economic 
efficiency. 

A severe disruption in oil supplies 
will inevitably result in rising oil 
prices. In the face of a rapid price in
crease, the existing Low-Income 
Energy Assistance Program will not 
provide adequate protection. Without 
this amendment, there will be no addi
tional revenues available to help low
income Americans pay the increased 
price of oil. 

In the event of an oil supply disrup
tion, this amendment allows the Gov
ernors of each State to submit a stand
by block grant plan. The Governors 
are provided some flexibility in deter
mining the funding required as well as 
the recipients of the assistance. Thus, 
Governors are given the means to ad
dress their own unique circumstances. 
These plans will receive Presidential 
as well as congressional review. 

The amount of financial assistance 
will depend on the severity of the 

crisis. The revenues would come from 
the general fund and would likely be 
offset by additional revenues resulting 
from the disruption: Increased reve
nues from windfall profits taxes along 
with revenues from the sale of SPR 
oil. The funding would be approved in 
Congress in an emergency supplemen
tal appropriation. 

Let us take steps now, rather than in 
the midst of a crisis, to assure that as
sistance will be available for low
income Americans and emergency gov
ernmental services. I hope the Senate 
will give this amendment favorable 
consideration. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, it 
seems to me that if a block grant is to 
be successful, if we were to go in that 
direction, we would have to have more 
specific guidance than the criteria set 
forth in this proposal. What is meant 
by essential public services? How do 
you make that decision? Who makes 
it? What is meant by mitigating and 
extreme personal hardship? 

How do you define what that is and 
how do you decide who gets money 
under this proposal? 

What is meant by maintaining eco
nomic efficiency? 

Which businesses are so important 
that economic efficiency will yield 
multimillion-dollar payments to busi
nesses out of this fund to be adminis
tered by governments? 

It seems to me that we have neither 
the background nor the detail upon 
which to make those judgments. I 
therefore hope the Senate will reject 
the amendment. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
DODD, Senator HEINZ, and Senator 
BINGAMAN be added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time having been yielded back, the 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. The yeas and nays have been or
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, 
before the vote begins, let me advise 
Members there will probably be a roll
call vote on passage immediately fol
lowing this vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Oklahoma CMr. 
BOREN] is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 44, 
nays 55, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 127 Leg.] 
YEAS-44 

Bentsen 
Bi den 
Bingaman 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dodd 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baucus 
Boschwitz 
Cochran 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dole 
Domen!ci 
Duren berger 
East 
Evans 
Ford 
Garn 
Glenn 
Goldwater 
Gorton 
Gramm 

Eagleton Melcher 
Exon Metzenbaum 
Gore Mitchell 
Harkin Moynihan 
Hart Nunn 
Hatfield Pell 
Heinz Pryor 
Inouye Riegle 
Kennedy Rockefeller 
Kerry Sar banes 
Lautenberg Sasser 
Leahy Simon 
Levin Specter 
Mathias Weicker 
Matsunaga 

NAYS-55 
Grassley Packwood 
Hatch Pressler 
Hawkins Proxmire 
Hecht Quayle 
Heflin Roth 
Helms Rudman 
Hollings Simpson 
Humphrey Stafford 
Johnston Stennis 
Kassebaum Stevens 
Kasten Symms 
Lax alt Thurmond 
Long Trible 
Lugar Wallop 
Mattingly Warner 
McClure Wilson 
McConnell Zorinsky 
Murkowski 
Nickles 

NOT VOTING-1 
Boren 

So the amendment <No. 348) was re
jected. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. HATCH. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to cosponsor the Energy 
Policy and Conservation Amendments 
Act of 1985. The passage of this act is 
essential to the U.S. capability to re
spond domestically and international
ly to a severe supply disruption. This 
bill will extend the expiration date of 
title I from June 30, 1985, to June 30, 
1989. Title I authorizes the construc
tion, filling and maintenance of the 
strategic petroleum reserve CSPRJ and 
its drawdown and distribution. 

The strategic petroleum reserve is 
the key element in the U.S. capability 
to respond to domestic and interna
tional energy supply emergencies. The 
reserve gives our Nation substantial in
surance against the possibility of a 
severe energy supply interruption. 

This legislation also extends from 
June 30, 1985, to June 30, 1987, the ex
piration date of title II, which con
tains the basic statutory authority for 
U.S. participation in the International 
Energy Agency. Effective U.S. partici
pation in the International Energy 
Agency assures mutual preparedness 
in the event of a severe international 
supply interruption. The IEA provi
sions are essential for responding to 
energy emergencies and meeting our 
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obligations under the international 
energy agreement. 

Energy emergency preparedness re
quires continuing upgrading and im
provement. Our country's energy 
emergency preparedness relies on 
titles I and II of the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act. Without these fun
damental authorities the evolutionary 
process for upgrading and improving 
our national capability to respond to 
severe energy supply interruptions 
would be nonexistent. 

International economies are interde
pendent, and most of our trading par
ties are more vulnerable to supply dis
ruptions than we are. A major crisis in 
international energy markets, al
though unlikely in the foreseeable 
future, would be felt here as well as 
abroad. A lapse in EPCA would convey 
the impression internationally that 
the United States is not serious about 
energy security. This would be a seri
ous mistake. 

We are less dependent today on for
eign sources of energy than at any 
time in our recent past. However, we 
cannot become complacent and forget 
the hard lessons of the energy crisis of 
the seventies. In its Annual Energy 
Outlook 1984, the Energy Information 
Administration projects that under 
almost any scenario, petroleum im
ports will double by 1995. This means 
we will be importing approximately 
the same percentage of oil as we did 
during the height of the energy crisis, 
making us just as vulnerable to a po
tential disruption. We must take 
action now to deflect this future 
threat. 

EPCA is vital to our energy security 
and to our ability to fulfill our inter
national commitments in the energy 
sphere. If we do not extend the provi
sions of EPCA we will undermine con
fidence in our commitment to energy 
security, both at home and abroad. I 
urge my colleagues to support its ex
tension. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit
tee amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, 
was agreed to. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on final passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I be
lieve that under the unanimous-con
sent agreement, we were . to strike all 
after the enacting clause of H.R. 1699 

and to substitute the text of S. 979, as 
amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

The House bill will be stated by title. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
A bill <H.R. 1699) to extend title I and 

part B of title II of the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the Senate will proceed 
to the consideration of the bill. 

Without objection, all after the en
acting clause is stricken. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the yeas and nays be considered to 
apply to the House bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
of the amendment and the third read
ing of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

bill having been read the third time, 
the question is, Shall it pass? 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
BOREN] is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 98, 
nays 1, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 128 Leg.] 
YEAS-98 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boschwitz 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenic! 
Duren berger 
Eagleton 
East 
Evans 
Exon 
Ford 
Garn 
Glenn 
Goldwater 

Gore 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Gra.ssley 
Harkin 
Hart 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Hawkins 
Hecht 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Helms 
Holl1ngs 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Lau ten berg 
Laxalt 
Leahy 
Levin 
Long 
Lugar 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 
Mattingly 
McClure 
McConnell 
Melcher 

NAYS-1 
Bradley 

Metzenbaum 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Quayle 
Riegle 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Simon 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Trible 
Wallop 
Warner 
Weicker 
Wilson 
Zorinsky 

NOT VOTING-1 
Boren 

So the bill <H.R. 1699) as amended 
was passed, as follows: 

H.R. 1699 
Resolved, That the bill from the House of 

Representatives <H.R. 1699) entitled "An 
Act to extend title I and part B of title II of 
the Energy Policy and Conservation Act, 
and for other purposes", do pass with the 
following amendment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

TITLE I-ENERGY POLICY AND 
CONSERVATION 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may cited as the "Energy Policy 
and Conservation Amendments Act of 
1985". 
SEC. 102. EXTENSION OF TITLES I AND II OF THE 

ENERGY POLICY AND CONSERVATION 
ACT. 

Title I of the Energy Policy and Conserva
tion Act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new part: 

"PART C-EXPIRATION 

"EXPIRATION 

"SEC. 171. Except as otherwise provided in 
title I, all authority under any provision of 
title I <other than a provision of such title 
amending another law> and any rule, regula
tion, or order, issued pursuant to such au
thority, shall expire at midnight, June 30, 
1989, but such expiration shall not affect 
any action or pending proceedings, civil or 
criminal, not finally determined on such 
date, nor any action or proceeding based on 
any act committed prior to midnight, June 
30, 1989.". 
SEC. 103. EXTENSION OF TITLE II OF THE ENERGY 

POLICY AND CONSERVATION ACT. 

Title II of the Energy Policy and Conser
vation Act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new part: 

"PART D-EXPIRATION 

"EXPIRATION 

"SEC. 281. All authority under any provi
sion of title II <other than a provision of 
such title amending another law) and any 
rule, regulation, or order issued pursuant to 
such authority, shall expire at midnight, 
June 30, 1987, but such expiration shall not 
affect any action or pending proceedings, 
civil or criminal, not finally determined on 
such date, nor any action or proceeding 
based upon any act committed prior to mid
night, June 30, 1987.". 
SEC. 104. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

<a> The Table of Contents for the Energy 
Policy and Conservation Act is amended 
by- . 

< 1) adding after the item relating to sec
tion 166 the following new items: 

"PART C-EXPIRATION 

"Sec. 171. Expiration."; 
(2) adding after the item relating to sec

tion 272 the following new items: 

"PART D-EXPIRATION 

"Sec. 281. Expiration."; 
and 

< 3) striking 
"Sec. 531. Expiration.". 

Cb) Section 252 of the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act (42 U.S.C. 6272) is amend
ed by striking subsection (j) and redesignat
ing subsections Ck) through <m> as (j) 
through m. 
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TITLE II-COAL IMPORTS Cc) Section 531 of the Energy Policy and 

Conservation Act <42 U.S.C. 6401) is hereby 
repealed. 
SEC. 105. LIMITATION ON NEW VOLUNTARY AGREE

MENTS OR PLANS OF ACTION. 
Section 252 of the Energy Policy and Con

servation Act is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following: 

"Cm> Effective after the date of enactment 
of the Energy Policy and Conservation 
Amendments Act of 1985-

"(1) the defenses available under subsec
tion Cf> and Ck> shall only be applicable 
under any new plan of action with respect 
to Type 1 activities <as that term is defined 
in the International Energy Agency Emer
gency Management Manual, dated Decem
ber 1982), if-

"CA> the Secretary has transmitted such 
new plan of action to the Congress; and 

"(B)(i) sixty calendar days of continuous 
session have elapsed since receipt by the 
Congress of such transmittal; or 

"(ii> within 60 calendar days of continuous 
session of receipt of such transmittal, either 
House of the Congress has disapproved a 
joint resolution of disapproval pursuant to 
subsection <n>; and 

"(2) such defenses for Type 1 activities 
with respect to such new plan shall not be 
available if there has been enacted, in ac
cordance with subsection (n), a joint resolu
tion of disapproval. 

"(3) For the purpose of this subsection
"CA> continuity of session is broken only 

by an adjournment of the Congress sine die 
at the end of the second session of Congress; 
and 

"CB> the days on which either House is 
not in session because of an adjournment of 
more than three days to a day certain are 
excluded in the computation of the calen
dar-day period involved. 

"Cn><l><A> The application of defenses 
under subsections en and Ck> for Type 1 ac
tivities in respect to any new plan of action 
transmitted pursuant to subsection Cm> 
shall be disapproved if a joint resolution of 
disapproval has been enacted into law 
during the 60 day period of continuous ses
sion after which such transmission was re
ceived by the Congress. For the purpose of 
this subsection, the term "joint resolution" 
means only a joint resolution of either 
House of the Congress as described in para
graph <3>. 

"CB> After receipt by the Congress of the 
transmission under subsection <m>O ), a 
joint resolution of disapproval may be intro
duced in either House of the Congress. 
Upon introduction, the joint resolution 
shall be referred immediately to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources of 
the Senate and the appropriate committee 
or committees of the House of Representa
tives. 

"CC> The Secretary may withdraw the 
transmission any time prior to adoption of 
such joint resolution by either House of the 
Congress. 

"(2) This subsection is enacted by the 
Congress-

" CA) as an exercise of the rulemaking 
power of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives, respectively, and as such it is 
deemed a part of the rules of each House, 
respectively, but applicable only with re
spect to the procedure to be followed in that 
House in the case of resolutions described 
by paragraph <3>; it supersedes other rules 
only to the extent that it is inconsistent 
therewith; and 

"CB) with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of either House to change the 

rules <so far as relating to the procedure of 
that House) at any time, in the same 
manner and to the same extent as in the 
case of any other rule of the respective 
House. 

"(3) The joint resolution disapproving the 
transmission under subsection Cm) shall 
read as follows after the resolving clause: 
'That the Congress of the United States dis
approves the availability of the defenses 
pursuant to sections 252 (f) and Ck> of the 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act with 
respect to Type 1 activities under the new 
plan of action submitted to the Congress by 
the Secretary of Energy on .', 
the blank space therein being filled with the 
date and year of receipt by the Congress of 
the transmission under subsection <m>. 

"C4><A> If the committee to which a joint 
resolution under this subsection has been 
referred has not reported it at the end of 20 
calendar days of continuous session after its 
referral, it shall be in order to move either 
to discharge the committee from further 
consideration of such resolution or to dis
charge any such committee from further 
consideration of any other joint resolution 
with respect to such transmission which has 
been referred to such committee. 

"CB) A motion to discharge shall be highly 
privileged <except that it may not be made 
after all committees to which such joint res
olution has been referred have reported a 
joint resolution with respect to the trans
mission), and debate thereon shall be limit
ed to not more than one hour, to be divided 
equally between those favoring and those 
opposing the joint resolution. An amend
ment to the motion shall not be order, and 
it shall not be in order to move to reconsider 
the vote by which the motion was agreed to 
or disagreed to. 

"CC> If the motion to discharge is agreed 
to or disagreed to, the motion may not be 
renewed, nor may another motion to dis
charge the committee be made with respect 
to any other joint resolution with respect to 
the same transmission. 

"C5><A> When all such committee have re
ported, or have been discharged from fur
ther consideration of a joint resolution, it 
shall be in order at any time thereafter 
within the 60 day period following receipt 
by the Congress of the new plan of action 
<even though a previous motion to the same 
effect has been disagreed to) to move to pro
ceed to the consideration of such a joint res
olution. The motion shall be highly privi
leged and shall not be debatable. An amend
ment to the motion shall not be in order, 
and it shall not be in order to move to re
consider a vote by which the motion was 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

"CB) Debate on the joint resolution shall 
be limited to not more than 10 hours and 
final action on the joint resolution shall 
occur immediately following conclusion of 
such debate. A motion further to limit 
debate shall not be debatable. A motion to 
recommit such a joint resolution shall not 
be in order, and it shall not be in order to 
move to reconsider the vote by which such a 
joint resolution was agreed to or disagreed 
to. 

"C6><A> Motions to postpone made with re
spect to the discharge from committee or 
consideration of a joint resolution, shall be 
decided without debate. 

"CB) Appeals from the decision of the 
Chair relating to the application of rules of 
the Senate or the House of Representatives, 
as the case may be, to the procedures relat
ing to a joint resolution shall be decided 
without debate.". 

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the "National 
Coal Imports Reporting Act of 1985". 
SEC. 202. UNITED STATES COAL IMPORTS REVIEW. 

<a> The Energy Information Administra
tion shall issue a report quarterly and pro
vide an annual summary of the quarterly re
ports to the Congress, on the status of 
United States coal imports. Such quarterly 
reports may be published as a part of the 
Quarterly Coal Report published by the 
Energy Information Administration. 

Cb) Each report required by this section 
shall-

(1) include current and previous year data 
on the quantity, quality <including heating 
value, sulfur content, and ash content), and 
delivered price of all coals imported by do
mestic electric utility plants that imported 
more than 10,000 tons during the calendar 
year into the United States; 

(2) identify the foreign nations exporting 
the coal, the domestic electric-utility plants 
receiving coal from each exporting nation, 
domestically-produced coal supplied to 
United States electric-utility plants of im
ported coal, and domestic coal production, 
by State, displaced by the imported coal; 

(3) identify at regional and State levels of 
aggregation <where allowed under disclosure 
policy) transportation modes and costs for 
delivery of imported coal from the export
ing country port of origin to the point of 
consumption in the United States; and 

(4) specifically high-light and analyze any 
significant trends of unusual variations in 
coal imports. 

Cc> The first report required by this sec
tion shall be submitted to Congress in 
March 1986. Subsequent reports shall be 
submitted within 90 days after the end of 
each quarter. 

Cd) Information and data required for the 
purpose of this Act shall be subject to exist
ing law regarding the collection and disclo
sure of such data. 
SEC. 203. ANALYSIS OF THE UNITED STATES COAL 

IMPORT MARKET. 
<a> The Secretary of Energy, acting 

through the Energy Information Adminis
tration, shall conduct a comprehensive anal
ysis of the coal import market in the United 
States and report the findings of such anal
ysis to the Committee on Energy and Natu
ral Resources of the Senate and the appro
priate committees of the House of Repre
sentatives, within nine months of the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

Cb) The report required by this section 
shall-

< 1) contain a detailed analysis of potential 
domestic markets for foreign coals, by pro
ducing nation, between 1985 and 1995; 

(2) identify potential domestic consuming 
sectors of imported coal and evaluate the 
magnitude of any potential economic dis
ruptions for each impacted State, including 
analysis of direct and indirect employment 
impact in the domestic coal industry and re
sulting income loss to each State; 

(3) identify domestically produced coal 
that potentially could be replaced by im
ported coal; 

(4) identify contractual commitments of 
domestic utilities expiring between 1985 and 
1995 and describe spot buying practices of 
domestic utilities, fuel cost patterns, plant 
modification costs required to burn foreign 
coals, proximity of navigable waters to utili
ties, demand for compliance coal, availabil
ity of less expensive purchased power from 
Canada, and State and local considerations; 
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(5) Evaluate increased coal consumption 

at domestic electric utilities resulting from 
increased power sales and analyze the po
tential coal import market represented by 
this increased consumption. Increased con
sumption should include that represented 
by existing coal-fired plants, new coal-fired 
plants projected up to the year 1995 and 
plants planning to convert to coal by 1995; 

<6> identify existing authorities available 
to the Federal government relating to coal 
imports, assess the potential impact of exer
cising each of these authorities, and de
scribe Administration plans and strategies 
to address coal imports; 

<7> identify and characterize the coal 
export policies of all major coal exporting 
nations, including the United States, Aus
tralia, Canada, Colombia, Poland, and 
South Africa with specific consideration of 
such policies as-

<A> direct or indirect government subsidies 
to coal exporters; 

<B> health, safety, and environmental reg
ulations imposed on each coal producer; and 

<C> trade policies relating to coal exports; 
<8> identify and characterize the excess ca

pacity of foreign producers, potential devel
opment of new export-oriented coal mines 
in foreign nations, operating costs of foreign 
coal mines, capacity of ocean vessels to 
transport foreign coal and constraints on 
importing coal into the United States be
cause of port and harbor availability; 

(9) identify and characterize specifically 
the participation of all United States corpo
rations involved in mining and exporting 
coal from foreign nations; and 

<10) identify and characterize the policies 
governing coal imports of all coal-importing 
industrialized nations, including the United 
States, Japan, and the European nations by 
considering such factors as import duties or 
tariffs, import quotas, and other govern
mental restrictions or trade policies impact
ing coal imports. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

Mr. GARN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
NICKLES). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is our 

hope that we can soon proceed to the 
consideration of S. 1103, a minor bill, 
which we understood had been cleared 
about a week ago. It is still in the proc
ess of clearance. 

A number of Members have asked 
about when we can leave this evening. 
It will be about an hour later than I 
advised earlier, because, frankly, we 
have not done anything for the past 
hour. 

We will call up S. 1103, if we can get 
it cleared, in the next few moments. 

We also hope to get an agreement on 
S. 408, the small business authoriza
tion bill. I understand that we can re
solve one problem, and there is a possi
bility of getting a time agreement on 
that bill. 

We plan to complete action on those 
two bills today. 

I advise Members to whom I indicat
ed that we might complete our busi
ness by 6 o'clock that it will be closer 
to 7 or 8 o'clock this evening. 

In addition, it is my intention to lay 
down S. 47, the gun bill, and we hope a 
time agreement can be reached on 
that measure. The agreement would 
be premised on the fact that we would 
not bring up the bill until after the 
July 4 recess. We are in the process of 
trying to clear that on both sides and 
get an agreement. There would be a 
number of amendments and a number 
of votes. Where we cannot agree, we 
will have the votes; and if we can 
agree, we will do that. 

I urge my colleagues not to hold up 
minor legislation. If somebody has an 
amendment or if there is some dispute, 
let us take it up. If not, let us pass it. 

I say within the next 5 minutes if we 
cannot get clearance on S. 1103, we 
will just call the bill up. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

NOAA ATMOSPHERIC AND SAT
ELLITE PROGRAM AUTHORIZA
TION ACT OF 1985 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
now tum to Calendar No. 160, S. 1103, 
a bill to authorize certain atmospheric 
and satellite programs and functions 
of the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object. There is no objec
tion on this side, provided only one 
amendment is in order, that being an 
amendment offered by Mr. GORTON. 

Mr. GORTON. That is correct. 
Mr. BYRD. There is no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill <S. 1103) to authorize certain atmos

pheric and satellite programs and functions 
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Washington? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, S. 
1103 authorizes fiscal year 1986 appro
priations for the atmospheric and sat
ellite programs of the National Ocean
ic and Atmospheric Administration 
CNOAAl. The bill was ordered report
ed by unanimous vote of the Com
merce Committee on May 9, 1985. 

S. 1103 would freeze funding at the 
fiscal year 1985 level for each budget 
subactivity within these program areas 
except the satellite systems subactiv
ity. For which funding would be in
creased by $74 million. This increase is 
intended to accelerate procurement of 
NOAA's geostationary CGOESl weath
er satellites in light of last year's pre
mature failure of the GOES-East sat
ellite. Weather data from the GOES 
system are of critical importance for 
NOAA's weather forecasting and this 
funding increase has been requested 
by the administration to ensure that 
GOES service is not interrupted in the 
next few years. 

The bill, as reported, also requires 
NOAA to follow certain procedures 
prior to closing or consolidating 
weather stations and to contracting 
for private performance of NOAA ac
tivities. These administrative decisions 
often involve activities which are im
portant to public safety and welfare 
and the Congress had demonstrated 
clear intent to be consulted before 
these decisions are carried out. 

Section 401 of the bill requires the 
Secretary of Commerce to consider 
specific factors in deciding whether to 
close or consolidate any National 
Weather Service office and to provide 
a written justification for any decision 
to carry out a closure or consolidation. 

Section 402 requires NOAA to report 
to the authorizing congressional com
mittees before contracting out any 
NOAA activity to the private sector. 
Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
accept an amendment to section 402 as 
reported by the Commerce Commit
tee. 

Section 402, as reported, requires the 
Administrator of NOAA to report to 
the authorizing committees before 
awarding a contract for private per
formance of a NOAA activity and 
before issuing a request for proposals 
CRFPJ for such a contract. NOAA 
cannot proceed with a contract or 
RFP until a period of 30 days on 
which the Congress is in session has 
expired. 

The administration has objected to 
this provision on two grounds. First, 
the administration argues that NOAA 
cannot determine whether contracting 
out a given activity is appropriate 
until proposals have been received and 
evaluated. Second, a waiting of 30 days 
on which the Congress is in session is 
seen by the administration as unduly 
restrictive to the contracting process 
because this period can extend several 
months. NOAA, in requesting that the 
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waiting period be reduced, has agreed 
to delay the awarding of any contract 
until questions raised by Members of 
Congress have been addressed. 

My amendment to section 402 would 
make the reporting requirement apply 
only to awarding of contracts and 
would reduce the waiting period to 30 
calendar days. I believe that this 
amendment satisfies many of NOAA's 
concerns while providing assurance 
that the concerns of the Congress will 
be addressed before contracting deci
sions are carried out. 

AMENDMENT NO. 352 

<Purpose: Add provision regarding the 
awarding of certain contracts by the Na
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis
tration> 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk, the one 
which I have discussed, and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Washington CMr. 

GORTON] proposes an amendment numbered 
352. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 7, strike all from line 22 through 

line 18 on page 8, and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

AWARDING OF CONTRACTS 
SEc. 402. The National Oceanic and At

mospheric Administration may not award 
any contract for the performance of any 
"commercial activity", as defined by para
graph 6.a. of Office of Management and 
Budget Circular Memorandum A-76, which 
is performed by National Oceanic and At
mospheric Administration employees until 
at least 30 calendar days after the Adminis
trator of the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration has presented, in 
writing, to the President of the Senate, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate, and the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
and the Committee on Science and Technol
ogy of the House of Representatives, a full 
and complete description of such proposed 
contract, together with supporting docu
mentation. Such documentation shall in
clude-

< 1 > a comparison of the cost of such activi
ty as performed by employees of the Na
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra
tion and the cost such activity as performed 
under the proposed contract: 

<2> a comparison of the services performed 
by employees of the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration and the serv
ices to be performed under the proposed 
contract; and 

<3> an assessment of the benefits to the 
Federal Government of proceeding with the 
proposed contract. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I have 
already explained the amendment. I 
ask my colleagues to accept it and to 
pass S. 1103 with that amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. GORTON]. 

The amendment <No. 352) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, today I 
would like to express my support for 
the continued funding at fiscal 1985 
levels of the Fruit Frost-Agricultural 
Weather Forecast and Advisory Serv
ice Program within the National Oce
anic and Atmospheric Administration 
[NOAA] authorization. 

I am pleased that the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Tranporta
tion has adopted this position in its 
fiscal 1986 authorization recommenda
tions, particularly for this vital subac
tivity performed under the auspices of 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration. 

For over 60 years, the Fruit Frost
Agricultural Weather Forecast and 
Advisory Service Program has provid
ed the multibillion dollar fruit and 
vegetable industries in California, Ari
zona, Texas, and Florida with accu
rate, site-specific minimum tempera
ture forecasts and other advisory serv
ices. Armed with these detailed fore
casts in advance of a potential prob
lem, growers are better able to take 
steps necessary for avoiding damage to 
crops. This program employs highly 
trained agricultural meteorologists, 
who closely monitor weather patterns 
which could be potentially devastating 
to sensitive crops. Information is gath
ered on a daily basis from numerous 
sites and carefully analyzed by meter
orologists, who then make site-specific 
forecasts for the various locations 
within their region. These forecasts 
are made available to the public 
through television, radio, and tele
phone recorders. 

The California Fruit Frost-Agricul
tural Weather Forecast and Advisory 
Service covers those areas where frost 
sensitive crops are grown, from the 
northern Sacramento Valley to the 
Mexican border. It is estimated that 
over $1 billion of the $15 billion Cali
fornia agricultural output is frost sen
sitive. Further, the estimated annual 
crop-loss savings in California alone 
approaches $70 million. This program 
has the highest cost-benefit ratio of 
any division within the National 
Weather Service. 

The committee has recognized that 
the programs and services of the Na
tional Weather Service [NWSJ are of 
critical importance to the safety and 
welfare of all Americans. The collec
tion, analysis, and dissemination of 
weather data by the NWS are the pri
mary means by which all U.S. weather 
forecasts are developed. Many of these 
activities are carried out within the 
public warning and forecast subactiv
ity. The committee noted its concern 
that a reduction in funding for _public 
warning and forecast services may lead 

to serious degradation of weather serv
ices. The committee also agreed that 
decisions to close or consolidate NWS 
offices and to contract for private per
formance of NOAA activities should 
be preceded by proper consideration of 
all relevant factors. The interests of 
individuals and communities affected 
by these decisions are not always 
served by decisions which are based 
solely on cost to the Federal Govern
ment. 

Such is the case with the Fruit 
Frost-Agricultural Weather Forecast 
and Advisory Service, a highly useful 
and low-cost service which more than 
pays for itself in crop-loss savings and 
which benefits farmers around the 
country. This is why I am especially 
pleased to be able to support the com
mittee's 1986 funding authorization in 
this area of vital interest to our farm
ers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed, as follows: 

s. 1103 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration Atmos
pheric and Satellite Program Authorization 
Act of 1985". 

TITLE I-ATMOSPHERIC PROGRAMS 
PUBLIC WARNING AND FORECAST SERVICES 

SEc. 101. There are authorized to be ap
propriated to the Department of Commerce 
to enable the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration to carry out its public 
warning and forecast service duties under 
law, $287,592,000 for fiscal year 1986. 
Moneys appropriated pursuant to this au
thorization shall be used to fund those 
duties relating to public warning and fore
cast specified by the Act entitled "An Act to 
increase the efficiency and reduce the ex
penses of the Signal Corps of the Army, and 
to transfer the Weather Service to the De
partment of Agriculture", approved October 
1, 1890 (15 U.S.C. 311 et seq.), the Act enti
tled "An Act to define the functions and 
duties of the Coast and Geodetic Survey, 
and for other purposes", approved August 6, 
1947 (33 U.S.C. 883a. et seq.), and any other 
law involving such duties. Such duties in
clude meteorological, hydrological, and 
oceanographc public warnings and fore
casts. 

ATMOSPHERIC AND HYDROLOGICAL RESEARCH 
SEc. 102. Ca> There are authorized to be 

appropriated to the Department of Com
merce to enable the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration to carry out its 
atmospheric and hydrological research 
duties under law, $65,531,000 for fiscal year 
1986. Moneys appropriated pursuant to this 
authorization shall be used to fund those 
duties relating to atmospheric and 
hydrological research specified by the Act 
entitled "An Act to increase the efficiency 
and reduce the expenses of the Signal Corps 
of the Army, and to transfer the Weather 
Service to the Department of Agriculture", 
approved October 1, 1890 05 U.S.C. 311 et 
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seq.), and by any other law involving such 
duties. Such duties include research for de
veloping improved prediction capabilities 
for atmospheric and hydrological processes. 

Cb) The authorization provided for under 
subsection (a) of this section shall be in ad
dition to moneys authorized under the Act 
entitled "An Act to provide for the report
ing of weather modification activities to the 
Federal Government", approved December 
18, 1971 <15 U.S.C. 330 et seq.), and the Na
tional Climate Program Act <15 U.S.C. 2901 
et seq.), for the purpose of carrying out 
such duties relating to atmospheric and 
hydrological research. 

TITLE II-SATELLITE PROGRAMS 
SATELLITE SERVICES 

SEc. 201. There are authorized to be ap
propriated to the Department of Commerce 
to enable the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration to carry out its satel
lite services duties under law, $85,208,000 
for fiscal year 1986. Moneys appropriated 
pursuant to this authorization shall be used 
to fund those duties relating to satellite 
services specified by the Act entitled "An 
Act to increase the efficiency and reduce 
the expenses of the Signal Corps of the 
Army, and to transfer the Weather Service 
to the Department of Agriculture", ap
proved October l, 1890 <15 U.S.C. 311 et 
seq.), the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration Authorization Act, 1985, ap
proved July 16, 1984 <Public Law 98-361; 98 
Stat. 422), and any other law involving such 
duties. Such duties include satellite mainte
nance and operations and satellite data 
analysis. 

SATELLITE SYSTEMS 

SEc. 202. <a> There are authorized to be 
appropriated to the Department of Com
merce to enable the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration to carry out its 
satellite systems duties under law, 
$276,779,000 for fiscal year 1986. Moneys ap
propriated pursuant to this authorization 
shall be used to fund those duties relating 
to satellite systems specified by the Act en
titled "An Act to increase the efficiency and 
reduce the expenses of the Signal Corps of 
the Army, and to transfer the Weather 
Service to the Department of Agriculture", 
approved October 1, 1890 <15 U.S.C. 311 et 
seq.), the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration Authorization Act, 1985, ap
proved July 16, 1984 <Public Law 97-361; 98 
Stat. 422), and by any other law involving 
such duties. Such duties include space craft 
procurement, launch, and associated ground 
station system changes involving polar or
biting and geostationary meteorological sat
ellites and land remote sensing satellites. 

(b) The authorization provided for under 
subsection <a> of this section shall be in ad
dition to moneys authorized under the Land 
Remote-Sensing Commercialization Act of 
1984 <15 U.S.C. 4201 et seq.) for the purpose 
of carrying out such duties relating to satel
lite systems. 

DATA AND INFORMATION SERVICES 

SEC. 203. There are authorized to be ap
propriated to the Department of Commerce 
to enable the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration to carry out its data 
and information services duties under law, 
$25,118,000 for fiscal year 1986. Moneys ap
propriated pursuant to this authorization 
shall be used to fund those duties relating 
to data and information services specified 
by the Act entitled "An Act to increase the 
efficiency and reduce the expenses of the 
Signal Corps of the Army, and to transfer 
the Weather Service to the Department of 

Agriculture", approved October 1, 1890 <15 
U.S.C. 311 et seq.), and any other law involv
ing such duties. Such duties include envi
ronmental data and information products 
and services in the atmospheric, marine, 
solid earth, and solar-terrestrial sciences. 

TITLE III-OTHER AUTHORIZATIONS 
NATIONAL CLIMATE PROGRAM 

SEc. 301. There are authorized to be ap
propriated to the Department of Commerce 
to enable the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration to carry out its study 
of natural and man-induced climate process
es under law $2,000,000 for fiscal year 1986. 
Moneys appropriated pursuant to this au
thorization shall be used to fund those 
duties relating to climate information serv
ices specified by the National Climate Pro
gram Act <15 U.S.C. 2901 et seq.), and any 
other law involving such duties. 

WEATHER MODIFICATION REPORTING ACT 

SEc. 302. Section 6 of the Act entitled "An 
Act to provide for the reporting of weather 
modification activities to the Federal Gov
ernment'', approved December 18, 1971 <15 
U.S.C. 330e> is amended-

(1) by striking "and"; and 
(2) by striking all after "1981," and insert

ing in lieu thereof the following: "and 
$100,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1986, to carry out the provisions of 
this Act.". 

TITLE IV-MISCELLANEOUS 
WEATHER SERVICE OFFICES 

SEC. 401. <a> No weather service office or 
weather service forecast office of the Na
tional Weather Service shall be closed or 
consolidated until the Secretary of Com
merce establishes appropriate standards, 
principles, and procedures <including formal 
hearings, comment periods, public notices, 
and other appropriate means of presenting 
evidence, views, and opinions) relating to 
any proposed closure or consolidation of 
such an office. 

Cb) The Secretary, in deciding whether to 
carry out such a closing or consolidation, 
shall take fully into account any views ex
pressed by persons served by any affected 
office, and shall consider specifically-

< 1) the effect of such closing or consolida
tion on the community served by such 
office; 

<2> the economic savings to the Federal 
Government resulting from such closing or 
consolidation; and 

<3> such other factors as the National 
Weather Service determines are appropri
ate. 

<c> Any decision of the Secretary to carry 
out such a closing or consolidation shall be 
in writing and shall set forth the findings of 
the Secretary with respect to the matters 
set forth in subsection <b> of this section, to
gether with a statement of the reasons for 
such findings and of the basis on which 
such decision was made. Any such decision 
shall be made available to persons served by 
the affected office. 

Cd) The Secretary shall take no action to 
carry out such a closing or consolidation 
until sixty days after the Secretary's deci
sion is made available to persons served by 
the affected office, as required by subsec
tion <c> of this section. 

AWARDING OF CONTRACTS 

SEC. 402. The National Oceanic and At
mospheric Administration may not award 
any contract for the performance of any 
"commercial activity", as defined by para
graph 6.a. of Office of Management and 
Budget Circular Memorandum A-76, which 

is performed by National Oceanic and At
mospheric Administration employees until 
at least thirty calendar days after the Ad
ministrator of the National Oceanic and At
mospheric Administration has presented, in 
writing, to the President of the Senate, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate, and the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
and the Committee on Science and Technol
ogy of the House of Representatives, a full 
and complete description of such proposed 
contract, together with supporting docu
mentation. Such documentation shall in
clude-

<1> a comparison of the cost of such activi
ty as performed by employees of the Nation
al Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
and the cost of such activity as performed 
under the proposed contract; 

<2> a comparison of the services performed 
by employees of the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration and the serv
ices to be performed under the proposed 
contract; and 

(3) an assessment of the benefits to the 
Federal Government of proceeding with the 
proposed contract. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
MURKOWSKI). Without objection it is 
so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we are ap

parently stymied on S. 408, the Small 
Business Administration authorization 
bill. It was my understanding earlier 
that there would be no objection to a 
time agreement with reference to ger
mane amendments to the SBA author
ization proposal. Members on both 
sides had agreed to 2 hours on the bill 
and amendments offered by four or 
five Senators. With time agreements 
we thought we could dispose of that 
bill this afternoon. 

It now appears that it is not possible, 
that there is objection to that agree
ment. There is a Senator who wants to 
off er a prayer amendment to the 
Small Business authorization bill. 

It is my hope that we could demon
strate to the budget conference now 
meeting, by passing S. 408, with or 
without amendments, that the Senate 
was still very much concerned about 
deficit reductions, that we are making 
appropriate changes in the authoriza
tion act to reflect the Senate vote on 
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the budget resolution a few weeks ago. 
It is still my hope that maybe later in 
the day we could reach an agreement, 
though probably not take it up today. 

I would hope that those who have 
problems would understand that it is 
just 1 day we have lost which we could 
use on other legislation. 

I will also indicate the prayer 
amendment, I assume, is going to be 
brought up on its own or offered to 
some other legislation. 

We are also in the process of trying 
to secure a time agreement on S. 49, 
the McClure-Volkmer gun bill. 

If we can reach an agreement, which 
we are now checking with Members on 
both sides about, the bill would be 
brought up on Monday, July 8. There 
would be 10 hours on the bill equally 
divided, and the first degree amend
ments would number 7, a technical 
amendment, and then the majority 
leader each reserve the right to off er 
two germane amendments. 

We are in the process of trying to 
reach an agreement on that. If we can 
reach that agreement this afternoon, 
we will not lay down S. 49. 

Beyond that, I guess we can now 
maybe take up some of the noncontro
versial items. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished majority leader yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. BYRD. I was in my office when 

the leader began speaking. Does he 
understand that this side has been 
ready to enter into a unanimous-con
sent agreement with regard to the 
small business legislation? 

Mr. DOLE. I indicated that, concern
ing germane amendments, that we are 
ready to go. But I was talking about 
nongermane amendments. We hope 
that we can resolve that. Members on 
the minority side have been prepared 
for 2 or 3 hours, as have the Members 
on my side. We could probably dispose 
of this bill in a couple of hours, but we 
will probably not do it today. 

We are now shopping for the next 
agreement on S. 49. 

I think there is a hotline going out 
to Members on both sides that at 11 
o'clock tomorrow morning, it is my un
derstanding that Mr. McFarlane will 
be available for a briefing in S-407 on 
the highjacking crisis. I would certain
ly urge my colleagues on both sides to 
attend that briefing. I know it inter
feres with committee meetings, but it 
is important. Hopefully, we can receive 
all the information that is now avail
able to the administration. 

I thank the distinguished minority 
leader for suggesting that we do this 
at the appropriate time. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the majority 
leader. 

Mr. President, do I understand now 
from the majority leader that the 
small business bill will not come up 
today, and if I am correct on that, is it 
anticipated that there would be no 
rollcall votes? 

Mr. DOLE. I would indicate at this 
time, tnere will be no rollcall votes. I 
regret not being able to proceed with 
s. 408. 

We do have a number of minor items 
that I think are important that we 
might dispose of at this time. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
GRAMM). Without objection it is so or
dered. 

THE CALENDAR 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I in

quire of the minority leader if he is in 
a position to pass or indefinitely post
pone the following calendar items: 
Calendar No. 110, H.R. 14. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, that items has been 
cleared. 

Mr. McCLURE. Calendar No. 115, S. 
1114. 

Mr. BYRD. Likewise, that calendar 
item has been cleared for postpone
ment. 

Mr. McCLURE. That would be in
definitely postponed. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. McCLURE. Calendar No. 180, 

Senate Joint Resolution 24. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, that item 

has been cleared on this side for 
action. 

Mr. McCLURE. Calendar No. 181, 
Senate Joint Resolution 124. 

Mr. BYRD. That items has been 
cleared on this side for action. 

Mr. McCLURE. And Calendar No. 
182, Senate Joint Resoluton 136. 

Mr. BYRD. That item has been 
cleared on this side for action. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the calendar 
items just identified be considered en 
bloc and passed or indefinitely post
poned en bloc and that all amend
ments and preambles be agreed to en 
bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

CARL D. PERKINS FEDERAL 
BUILDING AND UNITED 
STATES COURTHOUSE 
The bill <H.R. 14) to designate the 

Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse in Ashland, KY, as the 
"Carl D. Perkins Federal Building and 
United States Courthouse," was con
sidered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

NATIONAL MAKE-A-WISH MONTH 

The Senate proceeded to the consid
eration of the joint resolution <S.J. 
Res. 24) to designate the month of Oc
tober 1985, as "National Make-A-Wish 
Month." 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased that we now have before 
the U.S. Senate, Senate Joint Resolu
tion 24, a resolution to designate the 
month of October 1985, as "National 
Make-A-Wish Month." When Senator 
DECONCINI and I introduced the reso
lution in January, we wanted to focus 
attention on the efforts of hundreds 
of Americans who have been working 
to make the wishes of a special group 
of children come true. 

Our great Nation was founded in 
order to make the fulfillment of 
wishes possible. Our creed is the 
"American Dream" and we believe 
that, with time and hard work, wishes 
can come true. We cherish the seem
ingly far-fetched wishes of childhood, 
and we prize the freedom that enables 
our Nation's children, as they mature, 
to pursue their personal, and collec
tively national, ambitions. 

Thus it strikes us as a most grevious 
injustice that every year over 5,000 of 
our children lose their lives, and their 
opportunity to fulfill their dreams, to 
terminal illnesses. Although research 
institutions are working day and night 
to discover cures for these devastating 
diseases, too many children will not 
benefit from this research. 

Fortunately, there is a nationwide, 
nonprofit organization which is dedi
cated to granting the wishes of termi
nally ill children in their compressed 
lifetimes. The Make-A-Wish Founda
tion has 40 chapters in 24 States 
across the country working against 
time to coordinate, plan, and finance 
today's wishes of children who may 
not have a tomorrow. Who can forget 
the joy of our Nation when in 1926 
Babe Ruth hit three home runs for 
Johnny Sylvester, an 11-year-old who 
was dying of a spinal infection? It is 
that heart-warming joy that the 
Make-A-Wish Foundation seeks to 
multiply from coast-to-coast, across ge
ographic and socioeconomic separa
tions, to those in need of at least one 
bright day. 

The memories of families who lose 
children to terminal illness are crowd
ed with images of hospitals, painful 
treatments, and worries over medical 
bills. The Make-A-Wish Foundation 
works to brighten these memories by 
giving sick youngsters a dream come 
true and by helping their families 
share that happiness. 
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Thanks to the Make-A-Wish Foun

dation, in December 1983 we were 
cheered by the sight of 7-year-old. 
Hodgkin's sufferer Amy Benham join
ing President Reagan to light the na
tional Christmas tree. Living with her 
family in Weston, WA, Amy has been 
more fortunate than most, and we 
hope that her happiness will last for 
many holiday seasons. 

I have been touched by participating 
in the activities of the Make-A-Wish 
Foundation in New Jersey. Being able 
to fulfill the wish of a terminally ill 
child and to see his happiness despite 
a long struggle against leukemia has 
been uniquely moving and fulfilling 
for me. 

To see the smile of a young boy or 
girl experiencing his or her dream
whether to dance in a ballet, to ride on 
a fire truck, to watch a Bears game 
from the bench, or to be a policeman, 
bat boy, or Senator for a day-is to re
affirm a faith in human kindness. 

Because so many of our children 
face shortened lifetimes and because 
the Make-A-Wish Foundation has 
been and will continue to be successful 
in brightening these youngsters' re
maining days, it is appropriate that a 
resolution focus the Nation's attention 
on these children, in order that their 
wishes may be granted while there is 
time. 

I thank the cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 24 for their support. 
A companion resolution, House Joint 
Resolution 221, sponsored by Repre
sentative RINALDO of New Jersey, has 
been introduced in the House, and I 
hope it will be approved expeditiously. 
The Make-A-Wish Foundation is plan
ning to stage numerous events nation
wide during October to publicize their 
excellent work. These efforts deserve 
national attention. National Make-A
Wish Month cannot fail to increase 
the number of children served each 
year, not only by engendering support 
for the organization, but more impor
tant, also by making families all over 
the Nation award that there are 
people ready, willing and able to give 
children some much-needed relief and 
joy. 

The joint resolution was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time and 
passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The joint resolution, and the pream

ble, are as follows: 

S.J. RES. 24 
Whereas over five thousand children in 

the United States die from a terminal illness 
each year; 

Whereas the Make-A-Wish Foundation 
has established forty chapters in twenty
four States across the country; 

Whereas the Make-A-Wish Foundation is 
a nonprofit organization with a sole purpose 
of granting the wishes of children who are 
terminally ill; 

Whereas families of such children do not 
have the luxury of time and frequently are 

not financially able to provide for a child's 
fondest wish; 

Whereas as wish provides welcome respite 
during the time of heart-touching turmoil 
for a family; 

Whereas many dedicated individuals and 
private organizations are working to grant 
the wishes of such children; 

Whereas more contributions will be neces
sary to sustain the organization; and 

Whereas it is appropriate to focus the at
tention of the Nation upon the wishes of 
such children in order that such wishes may 
be granted: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the month of 
October 1985 is designated "National Make
A-Wish Month" and the President is au
thorized and requested to issue a proclama
tion calling upon all Government agencies, 
educational, philanthropic, scientific, medi
cal, and health care organizations and pro
fessionals, and the people of the United 
States to observe such month with appropri
ate programs, ceremonies, and activities. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the joint resolution was passed. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

NATIONAL DAY OF PEACE 
The Senate proceeded to consider 

the joint resolution <S.J. Res. 124) to 
designate "National Day of Peace," 
which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, with 
amendments, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 124 
Whereas all Americans need to reflect on 

the prospect of peace among the peoples of 
the world; and 

Whereas a time should be set aside when 
people of all shades of opinion can come to
gether in unity to consider the possibilities 
for peaceful coexistence: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the first 
Sunday of August, 1985, is designated as 
"National Day of Peace" and the President 
is requested to issue a proclamation calling 
upon the people of the United States to ob
serve such a day with Prayer, appropriate 
celebrations and activities. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The joint resolution was ordered to 

be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
the joint resolution was passed. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

NATIONAL GARDEN WEEK 
The joint resolution <S.J. Res. 136) 

to authorize and request the President 
to issue a proclamation designating 
the calendar week beginning with 

Sunday, April 13, 1986, as "National 
Garden Week," was considered, or
dered to be engrossed for a third read
ing, read the third time and passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The joint resolution, and the pream

ble, are as follows: 
S.J. RES. 136 

Whereas the gardeners of this country 
produce an abundance of food for our 
people and enable us to export food to other 
countries which are in desperate need; and 

Whereas the gardeners help to preserve 
and foster our traditional spirit of independ
ence and individual initiative; and 

Whereas gardening instills in our people, 
both young and old, a greater appreciation 
for nature, in general, and for our beautiful 
land, in particular; and 

Whereas such appreciation naturally 
leads to a greater respect and care for our 
environment; and 

Whereas gardening, in addition to being 
most beneficial for our country, furnishes a 
pleasant, healthful, and productive full- or 
part-time activity for a large number of our 
citizens; and 

Whereas our gardens also yield flowers of 
great variety and breathtaking beauty; and 

Whereas these flowers bring beauty into 
our lives and satisfy our aesthetic needs: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the President 
is authorized and requested to issue a proc
lamation-

( l> designating the calendar week begin
ning with Sunday, April 13, 1986, as "Na
tional Garden Week; and 

<2> urging Federal, State, and local gov
ernment agencies, as well as citizens and pri
vate organizations, to observe that week 
with educational efforts, ceremonies, and 
other appropriate activities which shall in
clude the wearing of garden flowers as a 
symbol of our appreciation for the efforts 
and contributions of our gardeners. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the joint resolution was passed. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

S. 1114-INDEFINITELY 
POSTPONED 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that S. 1114, a bill 
to approve and implement the free 
trade area agreement between the 
United States and Israel, be indefinite
ly postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

S. 979 PLACED ON CALENDAR 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that S. 979 be 
placed back on the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object-Mr. President, I 
remove my reservation. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With

out objection it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 148 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Mr. LEAHY be 
added as a cosponsor of Senate Joint 
Resolution 148, a joint resolution to 
establish a national commission on es
pionage and security. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. I 
yield the floor. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
<During the day routine morning 

business was transacted and additional 
statements were submitted, as fol
lows:) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 2:20 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, with amendments, 
in which it requests the concurrence 
of the Senate: 

S. 124. An act entitled the "Safe Drinking 
Water Act Amendments of 1985". 

The message also announced that 
the House has agreed to the following 
concurrent resolution, without amend
ment: 

S. Con. Res. 50. Concurrent resolution 
welcoming the President of Tunisia on his 
official visit to the United States. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The message further announced 
that the Speaker of the House has 
signed the following enrolled joint res
olution: 

ice; to the Committee on Governmental Af
fairs. 

EC-1331. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the Agency for International 
Development transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the semiannual report of the inspector gen
eral of AID; to the Committee of Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-1332. A communication from the 
Chairman of the D.C. Council transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a copy of D.C. Act 6-30; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1333. A communication from the At
torney General of the United States trans
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 
combat money laundering; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

EC-1334. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the Veterans' Adrninistation 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to protect certain VA personnel from cer
tain torts suits during furnishing of medical 
care or treatment; to the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs. 

EC-1335. A communication from the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
transmitting pursuant to law, a report and 
recommendations in the claim of Ms. Betsy 
L. Randall for relief from certain liability; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1336. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation transmitting pur
suant to law, the annual report on the ad
ministraion of the Pipeline Safety Act of 
1979; to the Committee on Commerce, Sci
ence, and Transportation. 

EC-1337. A communication from the 
Acting Executive Director of the U.S. Holo
caust Memorial Council transmitting a draft 
of proposed legislation authorizing appro
priations for the Council; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-1338. A communication from the Gen
eral Manager of the Norfolk Naval Shipyard 
Cooperative Association, transmitting pur
suant to law, the Federal pension plan 
annual report for plan year 1984; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
H.J. Res. 211. Joint resolution to recognize committees were submitted: 

the pause for the Pledge of Allegiance as 
part of National Flag Day activities. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and 
documents, which were referred as in
dicated: 

EC-1328. A communication from the 
Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
project cleared for deauthorization; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-1329. A communication from the As
sistant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, De
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, copies of international agreements, 
other than treaties, entered into within the 
60 days previous to June 11, 1985; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-1330. A communication from the 
Chairman of the Board of Governors of the 
U.S. Postal Service transmitting pursuant to 
law, the semiannual report on the civil mis
representation activities of the Postal Serv-

By Mr. GARN, from the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: 

Lee L. Verstandig, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be Under Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development. 

<The above nomination was reported 
from the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs with the 
recommendation that it be confirmed, 
subject to the nominee's commitment 
to respond to requests to appear and 
testify before any duly constituted 
committee of the Senate.> 

By Mr. LUGAR, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations: 

Fernando Enrique Rondon, of Virginia, a 
career member of the Senior Foreign Serv
ice, class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States to the Republic of Ec
uador. 

Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination. 

Nominee: Fernando E. Rondon. 
Post: Ecuador. 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee. 
1. Self, Fernando Rondon: none. 
2. Spouse, Marian Hand Rondon: none. 
3. Children and Spouses: F. Mark Rondon, 

Lawrence Rondon, Susan Rondon: None. 
4. Parents: Fernando and Martha Rondon: 

none. 
5. Grandparents: Fernando and Clara 

Rondon: none, Enrique and Margarita 
Seldner: none. 

6. Brothers and Spouses: Richard and 
Teresa Rondon: none. 

7. Sisters and Spouses: Martha and Jose 
Gonzalez: none. 

Peter Scott Bridges, of Louisiana, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassa
dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States to the Somali Democratic 
Republic. 

Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination. 

Nominee: Peter Scott Bridges. 
Post: Ambassador to Somalia. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee. 
1. Self: None. 
2. Spouse: $50.00, 1980, John Anderson. 
3. Children and Spouses: David S., Eliza

beth L., Mary B. and Andrew D. Bridges, 
none. 

4. Parents: Shirley D. Bridges <father, died 
1961 >. none. 

5. Grandparents: All deceased before 1980. 
6. Brothers and Spouses: None. 
7. Sisters and Spouses: Bartow Ann and 

Peter J. Pizzo, none; Mary E. Wiggenhorn, 
none. 

Charles A. Gillespie, Jr., of California, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv
ice, Class of Counselor, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States to the Republic of Colombia. 

Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination. 

Nominee: Charles A. Gillespie, Jr. 
Post: Colombia. 
Contributions, amount, date, donee. 
1. Self: none. 
2. Spouse: Vivian H. none. 
3. Children and Spouses: Son-Charles A. 

IV none; Daughter-Kristin H. none. 
4. Parents: Father-deceased 1964; 

Mother-Ann H. Gillespie; none. 
5. Granparents: All deceased. 
6. Brothers and Spouses: none. 
7. Sisters and Spouses: none. 

Sheldon J. Krys, of Maryland, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassa
dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States to the Republic of Trini
dad and Tobago. 

Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination. 

Nominee: Sheldon Jack Krys. 
Post: Trinidad and Tobago. 
Contributions. amount date, donee. 
1. Self, Sheldon Jack Krys, none. 
2. Spouse, Doris M. Krys, none. 
3. Children and spouses: names, Wendy, 

Madeleine and Susan, none. 
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4. Parents: names, Martin Krys (de

ceased), none; Anna Krys, none. 
5. Grandparents: names, Shya and Sheva 

Krys <deceased), none; Morris and Sarah Ja
cobowitz (deceased), none. 

6. Brothers and spouses: names, none. 
7. Sisters and spouses: names, Sylvia Nu

delman <sister>: Eugene Nudelman. Jr., 
<brother-in-law>. $50-November 1984-Mi
chael Landberg <Non-partisan City Council, 
Portland, Oregon). 

Lowell C. Kilday, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassa
dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States to the Dominican Repub
lic. 

Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination. 

Nominee: Lowell C. Kilday. 
Post: Santo Domingo. 
Contributions, amount, date, donee. 
1. Self, none. 
2. Spouse. none. 
3. Children and spouses: names, William 

Kilday, Daniel and Sandra Kilday, John 
Kilday, Marcus Kilday, Analisa Kilday, 
Thomas Kilday, none. 

4. Parents: names, William and Helga 
Kilday, none. 

5. Grandparents: names, deceased. 
6. Brothers and spouses: names, Howard 

and Shirley Kilday, Douglas and Patricia 
Kilday. none. 

7. Sisters and spouses, names. Michael and 
Marie Savagian; Carolyn Kilday, none. 

Harry George Barnes, Jr., of Maryland, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv
ice. Class of Career Minister, to be Ambassa
dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States to the Republic of Chile. 

Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination. 

Nominee: Harry G. Barnes, Jr. 
Post: Santiago. 
Contributions, amount, date, donee. 
1. Self: $200-1984-Women's Campaign 

Fund. 
2. Spouse: $150-1982-Women's Cam

paign Fund; $50-1982-Natl. Women's Pol. 
Caucus. 

3. Children and spouses: names, Douglas 
M. Barnes, $25-1984-DNC; Mary Benton, 
none; Pauline M. Barnes, Adrian A. Basara, 
$20-1984-James Hunt <U.S. Senate Candi
date>; Adrienne Barnes Brown, none; Mi
chael Brown, none; Sibley A. Barnes, none. 

4. Parents: names. Bertha B. Barnes, $45-
1984-Republican National Committee; 
$10-1984-G.O.P Victory Fund; $40-1984-
National Republican Senatorial Committee; 
$10-1984-Reagan-Bush '84; $10-1984-Al
exander for Congress. 

5. Grandparents: names, deceased. 
6. Brothers and spouses: names, Louis B. 

Barnes, $50-1982-Jim Guest <U.S. Senate 
Candidate>; Spouse, Wenday Barnes, none. 

Robert L. Pugh, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States to the Islamic Republic of 
Mauritania. 

Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 

year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination. 

Nominee: Robert L. Pugh. 
Post: Ambassador to Mauritania. 
Nominated February 1985. 
Contributions, amount. date. donee. 
1. Self; none. 
2. Spouse: Bonnie B. Pugh, none. 
3. Children and spouses: names, son, Mal

colm R. Pugh, none; daughter, Anne C. 
Pugh, none. 

4. Parents: names, both deceased. 
5. Grandparents: names. all deceased. 
6. Brothers and spouses: names, George 

M. and Ruth Sheets, none; Edwin F. and 
Linda Sheets, none. 

7. Sisters and spouses: names, Lonna 
Arklin, none. 

J. William Middendorf II, of Virginia, to 
be the Represent'l.tive of the United States 
to the European Communities, with the 
rank and status of Ambassador Extraordi
nary and Plenipotentiary. 

Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination. 

Nominee: J. William Middendorf II. 
Post: U.S. Representative to European 

Economic Community. 
Nominated: January 26, 1985. 

CONTRIBUTIONS: DATE, DONEE, AMOUNT 

1. Self, and 2. Spouse: 
POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS IN JANUARY 1985 

MADE BY J. WILLIAM MIDDENDORF II AND ISA
BELLE P. MIDDENDORF, JOINTLY 

1/3-85-Mac Sweeney, Committee, $250. 
1/3-85-Republicans Abroad, $250. 
1/8-85-East for Senate Committee, $250. 
1/17-85-Republicans Abroad, $250. 
1/25-85-Friends of Wyatt Durette, $250. 
1/3/84-Rhode Island Republican Party-

Fund Raiser Ed DiPrete, $100. 
1/6/84-Youth for Reagan Campaign, $15. 
1/7 /84-Helen Bentley for Congress. $100. 
1/7 /84-The Anniversary Committee, 

$140. 
1/14/84-National Republican Senatorial 

Committee, $200. 
1/14/84-Warner '84 Committee, $500. 
1/14/84-The Anniversary Ball. $100. 
1/14/84-Friends of Frank Wolf in '84, 

$100. 
1/16/84-0nce More in '84, $100. 
1/19/84-0nce More in '84, $50. 
1/25/84-Reagan-Bush in '84 <Mrs. Mid-

dendorf), $1,000. 
1/27 /84-Warner '84 Committee, $100. 
2/7 /84-National Republican Club, $500. 
1/8/84-1984 Platform Committee, $100. 
2/18/84-Farley for Congress. $250. 
2/20/84-Citizens for Reagan, $100. 
2/28/84-Conservative Political Action 

Conference '84, $150. 
3/3/84-National Federation of Republi

can Women, $30. 
3/12/84-Connecticut Republican Party, 

$50. 
3/25/84-Republicans Abroad, $500. 
4/5/84-Farley for Congress. $100. 
4/23/84-Arlington Young Republicans, 

$100. 
4/23/84-Warner '84 Committee, $1,000. 
4/24/84-Friends of Frank Wolf, $250. 
5/21/84-Reagan Media Campaign, $250. 
6/4/84-RNC Presidential Fund, 1984 

Campaign, $250. 
6/10/84-Citizens for Reagan, $1,000. 
6/21/84-Andy Ireland Campaign Com

mittee, $250. 
6/25/84-Friends of Congressman Frank 

Wolf, $150. 

7 /2/84-Friends of Frank Wolf, $500. 
7 /12/84-National Federation of Republi

can Women, $25. 
7 /20/84-Friends of Wyatt Durette, $250. 
7 /31/84-Young Republicans National 

Federation, $75. 
8/14/84-President and Vice-President 

Luncheon, $2,000. 
8/28/84-Little Compton Republican 

Town Committee, $100. 
9/10/84-Republican National Spanish 

Assembly, $300. 
10/8/84-Republican Congressional Boost

ers Club, $1,000. 
10/9/84-Griffin for Supreme Court Com

mittee, $25. 
10/9/84-Chuck Cozzens for Senate, $250. 
10/14/84-Republican National Commit

tee, $1,000. 
10/19/84-Warner '84 Committee, $250. 
10/22/84-1984 Commonwealth Gala, 

$100. 
10/26/84-lOth District Republican Com

mittee, $100. 
11/1/84-Combined Federal Campaign, 

$500. 
12/8/84-Republican Senatorial Club, 

$200. 
12/13/84-Elliot Richardson Committee, 

$250. 
POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS IN 1983 MADE BY J, 

WILLIAM MIDDENDORF II AND ISABELLE P, 
MIDDENDORF, JOINTLY 

1/6/83-Pressler for Senate, $500. 
1/17 /83-National Congressional Club, 

$250. 
1/23/83-Conservative Political Action 

Conference, $250. 
2/16/83-Republicans Abroad, $400. 
3/9/83-Americans for Reagan Agenda, 

$25. 
3/9/83-Conservative Political Action 

Conference, $50. 
3/9/83-Republican Congressional Boost

ers Club, $100. 
3/22/83-John Herrity Campa~gn Com

mittee, $100. 
4/11/83-Senator John East Campaign, 

$100. 
4/11/83-Fairfax Republican Gala Com

mittee, $100. 
4/23/83-Jack Herrity for Chairman, $70. 
4/30/83-lOth District Republican Com-

mittee, $100. 
5/8/83-Jesse Helms for Senate, $500. 
5/16/83-Helms for Senate, $1,500. 
5/17 /83-Lawrence Smith for Congress, 

$250. 
6/7 /83-National Conservative Founda

tion, $400. 
6/9/83-Citizens for Reagan, $100. 
6/10/83-Americans for Reagan Agenda, 

$250. 
6/18/83-Citizens for Reagan, $100. 
7 /1/83-Friends of John Warner '84, 

$1,000. 
7 /15/83-Herrity for Chairman, $250. 
8/26/83-Cohen for Senator, $100. 
8/26/83-Rhode Island Republican Party, 

$150. 
8/26/83-Herrity for Chairman. $250. 
8/30/83-Citizens for Reagan, $250. 
9/2/83-Rhode Island Republican Party, 

$150. 
9/2/83-Republican National Hispanic As-

sembly, $300. 
9/2/83-Herman for Governor, $50. 
10/1/83-John Baber for Sheriff, $250. 
10/10/83-Republican National Hispanic 

Assembly, $35. 
11/1/83-Warren C. Berry Campaign 

Committee, $100. 
11/1/83-Corryel for Supervisor, $200. 
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11/16/83-RNC President's Club, $1,000. 
12/5/83-Evans '82 Committee, $100. 

POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS IN 1982 MADE BY J. 
WILLIAM MIDDENDORF II AND ISABELLE P. 
MIDDENDORF, JOINTLY 

1/10/82-Service League of North Virgin
ia, $100. 

1/10/82-National Congressional Club, 
$500. 

1/10/82-Reagan Anniversary NCPAC, 
$300. 

1/10/82-American Conservative Union 
'82, $175. 

1/14/82-Friends of Frank Wolf, $50. 
1/17 /82-Jeff Bell for Senate, $100. 
1/18/82-Rhode Island Republican Party, 

$1,000. 
1/25/82-First Anniversary Inaugural 

Ball, $80. 
2/11/82-Friends of Frank Wolf <Pri

mary), $1,000. 
2/11/82-Durette '82 Committee, $50. 
3/14/82-Republican 1982 Senate House 

Dinner, $2,000. 
3/14/82-People for John Heritz Commit

tee, $100. 
3/16/82-McDonald for Congress, $250. 
4/16/82-Clarence Brown for Governor, 

$100. 
4/26/82-National Federation of Republi-

can Women, $50. 
4/27/82-Trible for Senate, $500. 
4/27 /82-Friends of Prescott Bush, $150. 
4/27 /82-Citizens for Gilman, $1,000. 
5/2/82-Friends of Don Bray, $50. 
5/3/82-Warner for U.S. Senate, $125. 
5/14/82-Friends of Dick Lugar '82, 

$1,000. 
5/17/82-Citizens for the Republic, $200. 
5/20/82-Trible for U.S. Senate, $500. 
5/24/82-Republican Party of Virginia, 

$50. 
5/24/82-Conservative Political Action 

Conference, $500. 
6/4/82-Trible for Senate, $100. 
6/9/82-Conservative Political Action 

Conference, $50. 
6/9/82-Evans '82 Committee, $250. 
6/10/82-Friends of Frank Wolf, $250. 
6/25/82-Heckler Congressional Commit-

tee, $100. 
6/25/82-Slocum for Rhode Island Gener

al Assembly, $1,000. 
6/30/82-Washington Conservative Club, 

$250. 
7 /8/82-lOth District Republican Commit

tee, $50. 
7/17/82-Friends of Frank Wolf, $400. 
8/1/82-Rhode Island Republican Party, 

$400. 
8/24/82-National Congressional Club, 

$100. 
9/12/82-Friends of Frank Wolf, $250. 
9/12/82-Trible for Senate, $500. 
9/13/82-Bentley for Congress, $150. 
9/17/82-Susan Farmer Committee, $250. 
9/18/82-Friends of Doug Brown, $25. 
9/18/82-Susan Farmer Committee, $100. 
9/18/82-McDonald for Congress, $100. 
10/4/82-Heckler for Congress Commit-

tee, $250. 
10/12/82-National Federation of Repub-

lican Women, $50. 
10/19/82-Friends of Ham Fish, $100. 
10/19/82-Evans '82 Committee, $200. 
10/19/82-National Conservative Political 

Action, $100. 
10/19/82-Friends of Prescott Bush, $250. 
10/21/82-Republican Congressional 

Boosters Club, $1,000. 
10/25/82-Friends of Frank Wolf, $100. 
10/26/82-Levey for Senate, $250. 
10/26/82-Combined Federal Campaign, 

$500. 

11/1/82-Paul Trible for Senate, $500. 
11/1/82-David Emery for U.S. Senate, 

$500. 
11/1/82-Republican Party of Virginia, 

$500. 
11/1/82-Republican National Finance 

Committee, $500. 
11/1/82-Frank Wolf for Congress, $500. 
11/4/82-John Rhodes Appreciation 

Dinner, $250. 
12/3/82-Evans '82 Committee, $100. 

POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS IN 1981 MADE BY J. 
WILLIAM MIDDENDORF II AND ISABELLE P. 
MIDDENDORF, JOINTLY 

1/20/81-Ashbrook for Senate, $500. 
2/18/81-Wallop Senate Drive, $1,000. 
2/23/81-1981 Senate House Dinner, 

$2,000. 
3/4/81-Warner for U.S. Senate Commit-

tee, $500. 
3/19/81-Durette in '81 Committee, $100. 
4/6/81-Durette in '81 Committee, $250. 
4/15/81-lOth District Republican Com-

mittee, $20. 
5/15/81-Citizens for Reagan, $100. 
6/18/81-Republican Senatorial Commit-

tee, $150. 
6/30/81-Durette in '81, $250. 
7/13/81-Thoburn '81 Committee, $200. 
7 /17 /81-Newport Republican Dinner 

Dance, $300. 
8/11/81-Newport Republican Benefit 

Dinner, $700. 
8/26/81-Little Compton R.I. Republican 

Party, $100. 
9/12/81-Durette in '81 Committee, $100. 
9/28/81-Evans '82 Re-election Campaign, 

$200. 
10/5/81-Durette in '81, $75. 
10/4/81-Republican National Hispanic 

Assembly, $100. 
10/13/81-Durette in '81, $1,000. 
10/16/81-Durette in '81, $40. 
10/16/81-Evans '82 Re-election Cam-

paign, $250. 
12/14/81-Durette in '81 Committee, $100. 
3. Children and spouses' names: None. 
4. Parents' names: Not available. 
5. Grandparents' Names: not available. 
6. Brothers' and spouses' names: No infor

mation available. 
7. Sisters' and spouses' names: No infor

mation available. 
Edward Joseph Perkins, of Oregon, a 

Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv
ice, Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States to the Republic of Li
beria. 

Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination. 

Nominee: Edward Joseph Perkins. 
Post: Monrovia. 
Contributions, amount, date, donee. 
1. Self, none. 
2. Spouse, none. 
3. Children and spouses: Names, Kather

ine Karla, none, Sarah Elizabeth, none. 
4. Parents: Names, Edward Perkins, Sr. 

<deceased) none. Tiny Estella Holmes, none. 
5. Grandparents: Names, Nathan Noble 

<deceased), none. Sarah Noble (deceased), 
none. 

6. Brothers and spouses: Names, none. 
7. Sisters and spouses: Names, none. 

Lewis Arthur Tambs, of Arizona, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten
tiary of the United States to the Republic of 
Costa Rica. 

Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 

fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination. 

Nominee: Lewis A. Tambs. 
Post: U.S. Ambassador to Costa Rica. 
Contributions, amount, $100; date, 1982-

82; donee, Republican Party of Arizona. 
1. Self, Vol Foreign Pol Consultant to 

Dean Sellers/Pete Dunn, 1982 Ambassadors 
· for Helms, 1984. 

2. Spouse, Woody Jenkins of Louisiana, 
$100, 1980. Republican National Committee, 
$100, 1984. 

3. Children and spouses: Names, none. 
4. Parents: Names, Marguerite J. Jones, 

Mother, $50, 1981-84, Robert <R-CA> Lago
marsino. Father (deceased), none. 

5. Grandparents: Names, deceased, none. 
6. Brothers and spouses: Names, none 

Conly child). 
7. Sisters and spouses: Names, none <only 

child). 

Edward Morgan Rowell, of California, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv
ice, Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States to the Republic of Bo
livia. 

Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination. 

Nominee: Edward M. Rowell. 
Post: Ambassador to Bolivia. 
Contributions, amount, date, donee. 
1. Self, none. 
2. Spouse, none. 
3. Children and spouses: Names Edward 0. 

& Christopher, none. D. Rowell; Karen 
(daughter) Schuler and husband Timothy 
D. Schuler, no contributions. 

4. Parents: Names Edward J. Rowell-de
ceased 1974. Mary M. Rowell-deceased 
1972. 

5. Grandparents: Names Frederick and 
Mary Mohler-deceased 1947 and 1950 re
spectively. Edward F. and Anne C. Rowell
deceased 1937 and 1950 respectively. 

6. Brothers and Spouses: Names Barbara 
E. Rowell Cborther's wife>-no contribu
tions. Frederic C. Rowell Cbrother>-no con
tributions. 

7. Sisters and spouses: Names, no sisters. 

Paul Julian Hare, of the District of Co
lumbia, a Career Member of the Senior For
eign Service, Class of Minister-Counselor, to 
be Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipo
tentiary of the United States to the Repub
lic of Zambia. 

Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination. 

Nominee: Paul Julian Hare. 
Post: Ambassador to Zambia. 
Contributions, amount, date, donee. 
1. Self, $50, 1982, Rep. Les Aspin. 
2. Spouse: Robbie Anna, none. 
3. Children and spouses: Names Emmett 

and Jessica, none. 
4. Parents: Names Raymond and Julia, $25 

x 4=$100, 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984, Republi
can National Committee. 

5. Grandparents: Names deceased, none. 
6. Brothers and spouses: Names Raymond, 

none. 
7. Sisters and spouses, Names none, none. 

John Douglas Scanlan, of Hawaii, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv-
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ice, Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am- 

bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 

of the United States to the Socialist Federal 

Republic of Yugoslavia.

Contributions are to be reported for the 

period beginning on the flrst day of the 

fourth calendar year preceding the calendar

year of the nomination and ending on the 

date

 of the nomin

ation

.

Nominee: John D. Scanlan.

Post: Belgrade, Yugoslavia.

Contributions, amount, date, donee.

1. Self,

 none

.

2. Spouse: Margaret A. Scanlan, none.

3. Children and spouses: Names, Kathleen

A., Michael D., Malia J., and John C. Scan-

lan, my four children, none married, none.

4. Parents: Both deceased for over 10

years. Names: Paul D. and Ruby J. Scanlan.

5. Grandparents: All deceased for over 30

years. Names Mr. and Mrs. Thomas D. Scan-

lan, Mr. and Mrs. Elmer M. Bennes.

6. Brothers and spouses: Names No broth-

ers. 


7. Sisters and spouses: Names Mr. & Mrs.

Lavern E. Olson (Kathleen-sister) 2014

Fairway Lane, Alexandria, MN 56308, none.

John Dimitri Negroponte, of New York, a

Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv-

ice, Class of Minister-Counselor, to be As-

sistant Secretary of State for Oceans and

International Environmental and Scientific

Affairs; and

Douglas W. McMinn, of Virginia, to be an

Assistant Secretary of State.

(The above nominations were report-

ed from the Committee on Foreign Re-

lations with the recommendation that

they be confirmed.)

By Mr. GOLDWATER, from

 the Commit-

tee on Armed Services:

The following-named officer under the

provisions of Title 10, United States Code,

Section 601, to be assigned to a position of

importance and responsibility designated by

the President under Title 10, United States

Code, Section 601:

To be general

Lt. Gen. John T. Chain, Jr.,        

    F'R, United States Air Force.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,

from the Committee on Armed Serv-

ices, I report favorably the following

nomination and ask that it be placed

on the Executive Calendar:

Lt. Gen. John T. Chain, Jr., U.S. Air

Force, to be general (Ref. #369).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-

out objection, it is so ordered.

-

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND

JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-

tions were introduced, read the first

and second time by unanimous con-

sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. PRESSLER (for himself, Mr.

EAGLETON, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. FxON,

and Mr. DuRENBERGER) ~ 


S. 1312. A bill to provide that the Federal

Communications Commission review the

proposed acquisition of television networks

to ensure such acquisitions are in the public

interest, and for other purposes; to the

Committee on Commerce, Science, and

Transportation

.

By Mr. METZENBAUM (for himself

and Mr. GoRTON):

S. 1313. A bill to amend the Federal Trade

Commission Act to allow certain actions by

State attorneys general; to the Committee

on the Judiciary.

By Mr. D'AMATO (for himself, Mr.

METZENBAUM, and Mr. CRANSTON)~

S. 1314. A bill to amend the Securities Ex-

change Act of 1934 to prohibit the trading

on certain exchanges and markets of non-

voting shares and shares carrying dispropor-

tionate voting rights; to the Committee on

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. DECONCINI (for himself and

Mr. GOLDWATER).

S. 1315. A bill to designate the Salt-Gila

Aqueduct of the Central Arizona project as

the "Fannin-McFarland Aqueduct"; to the

Committee on Energy and Natural Re-

sources. 


By Mr. INOUYE:

S. 1316. A bill for the relief of June Feld-

man; to the Committee on Governmental

Affairs.

By Mr. RIEGLE (for himself and Mr.

LEVIN ):

S. 1317. A bill to amend title XVIII of the

Social Security Act to treat certain osteo-

pathic hospitals as rural referral centers for

purposes of payment under the prospective

payment system; to the Committee on Fi-

nance. 


By Mr. DOMENICI (by request):

S. 1318. A bill to authorize the Secretary

of the department in which the Coast

Guard is operating to establish fees for cer-

tain Coast Guard services and for other pur-

poses; to the Committee on Commerce, Sci-

ence, and Transportation.

By Mr. LAXALT (for himself and Mr.

HECHT).

S. 1319. A bill to relieve the Washoe

County

 Water 

Conservation District,

Nevada, of certain Federal repayment obli-

gations; to the Committee on Energy and

Natu

ral Resou

rces.

By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself and

Mr. DODD):

S. 1320. A bill to improve the enforcement

of child abuse laws; to the Committee on

Labor and Human Resources.

SUBMISSION OF CON

CURRENT

AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions

and Senate resolutions were read, and

referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. STAFFORD:

S. Res. 181, Resolution authorizing the

printing of the report entitled "Highway

Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation

Program, Sixth Annual Report to Congress"

as a Senate Document; to the Committee on

Rules and Administration.

By Mr. ABDNOR:

S. Res. 182. Resolution expressing the

sense of the Senate with regard to the

strengthening of airport and airline security

for American air carriers serving points out-

side the boundries of the United States; to

the Committee on Governmental Affairs.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. PRESSLER (for himself,

Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. INOUYE, Mr.

EXON, and Mr. DURENBERGER)~

S. 1312. A bill to provide that the

Federal Communications Commission

review the proposed acquisition of tel-

evision networks to ensure such acqui-

sitions are in the

 public interest, and

for other purposes; to the Committee

on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-

tation.

NETWORK ACQUISITION APPROVAL ACT

Mr.

 

PRESSLER.

 Mr. President,

today I rise to introduce the

 Federal

Communications Commission Network

Acquisition Approval Act of 1985. This

importa

nt legislation would ensure

that, in cases involving a proposed

hostile takeover of a major national

television network, the FCC would

thoroughly examine the public inter-

est implications of the proposed

chang

e in owner

ship.

The national broadcast netw

orks

provide programming services that are

relied on by hundreds of affiliated sta-

tions and millions of viewers across

the country. It is essential that the

FCC give careful and deliberate con-

sideration to the specific facts involved

in hostile takeovers to make certain

that radical changes will not jeopard-

ize the continuity of these important

services. Accordingly, in all cases of

this type, the act would direct the

FCC to develop-and make public-a

full record of the relevant facts and to

examine the proposal in an evidentia-

ry hearing before reaching a final

"public interest" decision to grant or

deny the application.

In the past, the

 FCC has recognized

that the transfer of control of 

a na-

tional network requires the use of evi-

dentiary hearings because these pro-

ceedings involve issues "far transcend-

ing in significance" those found in rou-

tine transfers of broadcast stations. In

light of the vital importance of the

major networks to the entire Ameri-

can system of broadcasting, the proce-

dures used by the Commission in past

network transfer cases have been en-

tirely reasonable and appropriate. The

pending legislation would merely

codify the Commission's past practice

to the extent of ensuring that in hos-

tile takeovers-the cases which obvi-

ously involve the greatest risk of a dis-

ruption of existing service-the Com-

mission would examine all of the facts

in an evidentiary hearing.

Notwithstanding the Commission's

long tradition of holding such hear-

ings in network transfer cases, con-

gressional action is now imperative to

ensure that vitally important issues

will continue to receive full consider-

ation. FCC officials have been quoted

recently as saying that it 

would be

"very strange" to conduct evidentiary

hearings in a pending, and extremely

controversial, network transfer case.

Far from being strange, network

transfers involving the fundamental

changes in management that accompa-

ny hostile takeovers inherently raise

issues that warrant close scrutiny in

evidentiary hearings. The legislation

would permit the FCC to retain its dis-

cretion to determine whether such

xxx-xx...
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procedures are warranted in cases in
volving friendly mergers and acquisi
tions, but would eliminate all doubt as 
to the intent of Congress in hostile 
takeover cases. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. By enacting this legislation we 
will be protecting the critical inte~ests 
of affiliated stations and viewers all 
across the country. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to cosponsor FCC Network 
Acquisition Approval Act introduced 
by my distinguished colleague from 
South Dakota, Senator PRESSLER. 

This bill simply requires that in the 
event of a hostile takeover attempt 
aimed at any of the three broadcast 
networks the FCC must hold eviden
tiary hearings on the takeover attempt 
and its ramifications. In the past, such 
hearings were convened as a matter of 
course by the FCC. Today, however, 
the FCC's commitment to protecting 
the public's interest seems limited to a 
proposal to hold one day of informal, 
oral hearings on the subject. I do not 
view such treatment of this issue as an 
adequate fulfillment of the FCC's 
mandate to ensure that networks oper
ate in the public interest. 

This bill restores the public's right 
to review who is going to own and run 
our Nation's airwaves. This is an im
portant factor to be considered. We 
are not talking about the transfer of 
one shoe company to another. We are 
talking about the transfer of owner
ship of our public airwaves. 

In the last few months, there have 
been three significant proposals for 
ownership changes: First, Capital 
Cities' acquisition of ABC, which is a 
friendly takeover; second, Turner 
Broadcasting's attempt to acquire 
CBS, which is hostile, and; third, 
Rupert Murdoch's announcement of 
intention to buy Metro Media Televi
sion. Already this year, six transac
tions in this industry have been pro
posed worth nearly $12 billion, more 
than four times the value of all such 
deals in 1984. Should all of the pro
posed changes be approved they would 
represent a radical change in the com
plexion of the American broadcasting 
industry. 

Why should we, the representatives 
of the public, care? Why should it 
matter to us whether Ted Turner is at 
the helm of CBS or whether Rupert 
Murdoch, an instant American, owns a 
chain of stations across the country? 

The answers to those questions 
speak directly to the issue of the pub
lic's ownership of the airwaves. As 
Federal Communications Commission
er Jim Quello recently wrote during 
the Storer Communications Inc. case, 

With a substantial transfer of control, the 
FCC must make a public interest finding 
before transfer of control and allow the 
public a 30-day comment period. The Com
mission has a broader obligation in transfers 
than the Securities and Exchange Commis
sion, which protects shareholders or anti-

t~ust departments, which preserves competi
tion. The FCC has the obligation to protect 
the public interest-to assure quality service 
to broadcast viewers and listeners. Quality 
service requires stability of ownership, long
range planning and development. 

Commissioner Quello went on to say 
that "our broadcasting system re
quires a degree of stability that is not 
enhanced by excessive financial ma
nipulation and speculation." 

If the FCC has taken the high road 
of protecting the public's interest and 
rights there would be no need to intro
duce legislation of this kind today. Un
fortunately this is not the case. I have 
written twice to Chairman Fowler re
garding the CBS/Turner takeover, 
asking for a full evidentiary hearing. 
As several of our colleagues and I said 
in our most ' recent letter to FCC 
Chairman Fowler, the petitions on file 
at the agency contain reason enough 
to hold a full-scale hearing into Mr. 
Turner's qualifications to own and op
erate CBS in the public interest. The 
public interest demands more than 
just a cursory examination in a 1-day 
oral argument. We agree with the 
Motion Picture Association of America 
that the proposed transfer of CBS to 
Turner "raises numerous and difficult 
issues" and that Turner "offers little 
or no evidence or analysis concerning 
these critical issues." 

The vital national interest in a pro
posed network transfer is as evident 
now as it was in the past when the 
Commission held evidentiary hearings. 
For the FCC to consider allowing the 
transfer of one of the Nation's three 
broadcast networks without more in
formation and more opportunity for 
the public to participate strains the 
concept that the national communica
tions media should operate in the 
public interest. This bill assures that 
the crucial determination of the pub
lic's interest will be made on a full and 
complete record; nothing more or 
nothing less. As representatives of the 
public, I think we should make sure 
that the FCC carries out its mandate 
and holds full evidentiary hearings. If 
the FCC under this administration 
will not use its discretionary authority 
in compliance with congressional 
intent, then we must act to make man
datory this discretion. Thank you. 

By Mr. METZENBAUM (for 
himself and Mr. GORTON): 

S. 1313. A bill to amend the Federal 
Trade Commission Act to allow certain 
actions by State attorneys general; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

STATE ATTORNEYS GENERAL ENFORCEMENT OF 
THE Ji'EDERAL TRADE COMMISSION ACT 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation au
thorizing State attorneys general to 
enforce the Federal Trade Commission 
Act's prohibition on unfair and decep
tive practices. This bill will allow State 
AG's to sue in Federal court to obtain 
orders to stop fraudulent and decep-

tive companies from operating any
where in the United States. 

The Federal Trade Commission is 
the principal Federal consumer protec
tion agency with authority to police 
deceptive practices throughout the 
country. This bill does not change this 
role of the FTC. However, the reality 
is that the FTC has been hit hard by 
budget cuts over the last 5 years. Its 
budget in fiscal year 1981 was about 
$71 million. In order to keep pace with 
inflation, its budget for fiscal year 
1986 would be $95 million rather than 
the $64 million proposed by the ad
ministration. Because of this substan
tial budget cut, the number of em
poyees at the FTC has been reduced 
from over l, 700 at the beginning of 
1981 to a proposed level of 1,168 em
ployees in fiscal year 1986, a reduction 
of over 30 percent. The size of the 
staff in the FTC's regional offices, the 
enforcement arm closest to the con
sumers, has been cut by more than 
half over the past 5 years. 

Whether or not one agrees with 
these budgets cuts, they are a reality. 
The effect has been to force a greater 
and greater burden on the States to 
protect consumers from phony land 
sales schemes, deceptive advertising, 
and shoddy products. 

Currently, State AG's are generally 
limited to obtaining court orders to 
stop fraudulent practices within their 
own State. Consequently, AG's from 
several States may have to bring many 
different actions in order to put a stop 
to fraudulent practices throughout 
the Nation. This bill will authorize the 
Federal courts to grant nationwide 
remedies in appropriate cases so that a 
single case will accomplish what now 
takes several to accomplish. 

In order to make sure that the law 
prohibiting unfair and deceptive prac
tices is interpreted consistently, the 
Federal Trade Commission is author
ized to intervene in any action in order 
to set out its views of the applicable 
law. 

I am pleased to be joined in the in
troduction of this bill by my colleague 
from Washington, Senator GORTON. 
This bipartisan effort to improve the 
effectiveness of consumer protection 
enforcement will have substantial ben
efits for the consumers of this coun
try. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill and a 
more detailed explanation of the bill 
also be entered into the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1313 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Federal Trade Commission Act <15 U.S.C. 
41) is amended by redesignating sections 24 
and 25 as sections 25 and 26, respectively, 
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and by adding after section 23 the following 
new section: 

"SEc. 24. (a) Any attorney general of a 
State may bring a civil action in the name 
of such State, in any district court of the 
United States having jurisdiction of the de
fendant, to secure relief, as provided in sub
section (C), for any violation of-

"( l) any provision of this Act, or 
"(2) any order issued or rule promulgated 

under this Act, 
respecting unfair or deceptive acts or prac
tices in or affecting commerce if the attor
ney general alleges that such acts or prac
tices affect or may affect the State or its 
residents. 

"(b) No action may be commenced under 
subsection (a) respecting unfair or deceptive 
acts or practices unless the Commission and 
attorneys general of other States have been 
given written notice of the commencing of 
the action-

"( 1) at least 30 days before the action is to 
be commenced, or 

"(2) as early as practicable if the attorney 
general commencing the action-

"(A) alleges that the harm to the public 
from the unfair or deceptive acts or prac
tices is ongoing or may recur, and 

"(B) petitions the court for temporary or 
preliminary relief from such harm. 
The Commission may intervene by its own 
attorneys in any such action, and the attor
ney general of any other State may inter
vene in any such action if the State or its 
residents are or may be affected by the acts 
or practices with respect to which the action 
is brought. 

"(c) In an action brought under subsection 
<a> a court may-

"( 1) impose a civil penalty in the same 
manner and circumstances as it could if the 
action was brought by the Commission or 
the Attorney General of the United States 
under section 5(1) or 5(m), 

"(2) grant mandatory injunctions and 
such other and further equitable relief as 
the court may deem appropriate, and 

"(3) grant such relief as the court finds 
necessary to redress injury to consumers or 
other persons resulting from the violation 
of a rule or provision of this Act, including 
rescission or reformation of contracts, 
refund of money or return of property, pay
ment of damages, and public notification of 
the violation. 
Relief granted under paragraph (1), (2), or 
(3) may include relief relating to persons 
outside the State and relief applicable to 
conduct outside the State of any attorney 
general who is a party to the action. An at
torney general of any State may, petition 
any court which has jurisdiction of a person 
subject to an order of a court imposing a 
civil penalty or granting relief under para
graph (1), (2), or (3) to enforce such order 
with respect to such person if the attorney 
general alleges that failure to comply with 
such order affects or may affect such State 
or its residents. 

"(d) For purposes of this section-
"(!) the term 'attorney general' means the 

chief legal officer of a State, and 
"(2) the term 'State' includes the District 

of Columbia.". 

FEDERAL CAUSE OF ACTION FOR STATE ATTOR
NEYS GENERAL: EXPLANATION OF THE BILL 

This proposed legislation authorizes state 
attorneys general to enforce the federal pro
hibition of unfair or deceptive acts or prac
tices in or affecting interstate commerce, 
now enforced only by the Federal Trade 

Commission. Under this bill, an Attorney 
General could, individually or in conjunc
tion with others, file on action in federal 
court seeking a broad range of remedies, in
cluding injunctions and monetary redress. 
State AG's could also bring an action to en
force a Federal Trade Commission Trade 
Regulation Rule or the terms of FTC 
orders. In all cases, the state initiating the 
action would have to show that the unfair 
or deceptive practices affect or may affect 
the state's residents or the state govern
ment itself. 

However, relief could extend to citizens of 
other states if appropriate. 

The Federal Trade Commission is the 
principal federal agency charged with pro
tecting consumers in the case of unfair or 
deceptive practices occurring on a nation
wide basis. This legislation would not 
change this important role of the FTC. The 
FTC would continue to be the agency with 
the resources and expertise to bring most 
major national cases. However, this addi
tional authority would improve the effec
tiveness of consumer protection by allowing 
state attorneys general to bring cases with a 
national impact as well. 

Increasingly, federal budget austerity has 
shifted more responsibility for consumer 
protection with the state attorneys general 
who are closest to the consumer. This bill 
will clearly allow state AG's to seek reme
dies that are national in scope rather than 
limited only to the boundaries of their state. 
This strengthening of remedies available in 
consumer protection actions will increase 
the effectiveness of consumer protection en
forcement by the states to be commensurate 
with their increased responsibility. For ex
ample, a deceptive land sales scheme may be 
operated in several states, harming consum
ers in many regions of the country. Current
ly, a successful action by a state AG has 
generally resulted only in relief limited to 
the operation of the fraudulent land sales 
company within a single state. Consequent
ly, other states must duplicate the time and 
expense of bringing an action. Under this 
bill, a single action by a state attorney gen
eral would result in stopping the company 
from operating throughout the country. 

In addition to authorizing the federal 
courts to award relief that extends beyond 
state boundaries, this bill would allow state 
AG's to enforce Commission rules and 
orders. In some cases, state law already au
thorizes states to enforce FTC rules but this 
bill would insure that all states could do so. 
By allowing states to enforce FTC rules and 
orders, the effectiveness of the Federal 
Trade Commission would also be substan
tially improved. Currently, the FTC must 
use its limited staff to enforce a large 
number of rules and orders. By allowing 
state AG's to enforce these as well, the 
chances that a company violating a rule or 
order would be prosecuted would be much 
greater and compliance would be corre
spondingly higher, too. 

The decades of federal and state court 
cases, as well as opinions by the Federal 
Trade Commission, have created an exten
sive body of law establishing the meaning of 
unfair or deceptive acts or practices. The 
bill authorizes the FTC to intervene in any 
action in order to encourage a consistent in
terpretation of the FTC Act. Intervention 
would allow the FTC to set out its views on 
the applicable law views on the applicable 
law and appropriate relief if it chose to do 
so, or to seek additional relief in its own pe
tition. In addition, the bill allows attorneys 
general of other states whose citizens are af-

fected by the unfair or deceptive practices 
that are the subject of the initial action to 
intervene. This provision is intended to 
allow other state AG's to seek relief for the 
acts or practices of the same defendant and 
to have a say in how the residents of their 
state will be affected by the action. 

By Mr. D'AMATO (for himself, 
Mr. METZENBAUM, and Mr. 
CRANSTON): 

S. 1314. A bill to amend the Securi
ties Exchange Act of 1934 to prohibit 
the trading on certain exchanges and 
markets of nonvoting shares and 
shares carrying disproportionate 
voting rights; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

SHAREHOLDER DEMOCRACY PROTECTION ACT 

e Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, 
during the last few years we have 
watched with interest and concern as 
the wave of hostile takeovers has con
tinued to sustain its momentum. Be
tween 1978 and 1983 there were ap
proximately 430 tender offers involv
ing publicly traded corporations; 31 
percent of these offers drew a hostile 
response from the management of the 
target company. The value of merger 
and acquisition transactions in 1984 
exceeded $125 billion with the value of 
the largest merger to date exceeding 
$13 billion. 

While sorting out the ramifications 
of these mergers, we must pay particu
lar attention to the effects of these 
transactions on corporate sharehold
ers. As we watch the evolution of of
fensive and defensive tactics with 
names like Scorched Earth and Poison 
Pills, one has to wonder who is pro
tecting the shareholders from the 
flames and the poison being applied by 
the corporate managers. One such 
egregious tactic causes the disenfran
chisement of corporate shareholders. 
When confronted with a hostile take
over, target managers may respond by 
issuing a new class of common stock, 
carrying up to 10 votes for every 
share, to an investor group sympathet
ic to the target corporation's manage
ment. The creation of this second class 
of stock dramatically dilutes the 
voting rights of the original share
holders who own the original class of 
common stock that carries but one 
vote per share. This defensive tactic 
strikes at the very heart of sharehold
er democracy. 

Recent studies indicate that stocks 
listed on the New York Stock Ex
change alone have over 43 million indi
vidual owners for their 50 billion listed 
shares. For more than half a century 
the New York Stock Exchange has 
prohibited the listing of securities of 
companies that issue multiple classes 
of stock with different voting rights. 
During this period the New York 
Stock Exchange has delisted at least 
six companies for violating these rules. 
Now in the face of strong competitive 
pressures from the American Stock 
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Exchange and NASDAQ, the New 
York Stock Exchange is considering 
lowering its listing standards to match 
the lower standards of the other ex
changes. This race to the bottom must 
be halted. 

The way to terminate this erosion of 
shareholder democracy is to raise the 
listing standards of the American 
Stock Exchange and NASDAQ. In the 
opinion, the failure by these ex
changes to implement such changes is 
an abdication of their regulatory au
thority. It is my hope that they will 
respond accordingly. And in the event 
that changes by the AMEX and 
NASDAQ are not forthcoming, a pro
ceeding should be commenced by the 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
to cause the appropriate changes. 

It is because of my deep concern for 
the protection of shareholders and my 
uncertainty regarding the likelihood 
of action by the exchanges or the SEC 
that I am introducing the Shareholder 
Democracy Protection Act; a bill to 
prohibit the further listing of stock 
with different classes of voting rights. 
The proposed legislation would affect 
the New York Stock Exchange, the 
American Stock Exchange, NASDAQ, 
NMS stocks, and all regional ex
changes. Recognizing that there are a 
number of AMEX, NASDAQ/NMS 
and New York Stock Exchange compa
nies with disproportionate voting pro
visions adopted in good faith under 
State law are preexisting self-regula
tory organization standards, the pro
posed legislation includes a "grandfa
ther" provision in order to prevent any 
undue hardship. This grandfather pro
vision would apply to all listed compa
nies on national exchanges or auto
mated quotation systems meeting the 
current American Stock Exchange list
ing standards for disproportionate 
voting rights. Any companies listed on 
the NYSE, AMEX or NASDAQ that 
are below the current AMEX listing 
standards for disproportionate voting 
rights would be required to upgrade 
within 2 years to current AMEX list
ing standards in order to be grandfa
thered. In addition, the grandfather 
would be permanent as long as the 
particular company continued to 
remain on the exchange or trading 
system that originally listed the stock 
carrying the disproportionate voting 
rights. 

I join with Senators METZENBAUM 
and CRANSTON on a bipartisan basis in 
introducing this necessary legislation. 
I commend Congressman DINGELL, 
chairman of the House Energy and 
Commerce Committee for his continu
ing efforts on this important issue. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1314 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 12 of the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934 <15 U.S.C. 781) is amended by adding at 
the end therefor the following new subsec
tion: 

"<n>< 1) A security may not be registered 
under subsection <b> of this section on a na
tional securities exchange if such security is 
a common stock that is part of a class of se
curities of the issuer which is nonvoting or 
which carries disproportionate voting 
rights. 

"(2) Paragraph <1> shall not prohibit the 
continued registration of a common stock 
that is part of a class which carries dispro
portionate voting rights if such common 
stock <A> was admitted to listed trading on a 
national securities exchange prior to June 
17, 1985, <B> remains continuously listed on 
such exchange, and <C> within two years of 
June 17, 1985, meets the minimum stand
ards for original listing in effect on June 17, 
1985, with respect to disproportionate 
voting rights of the national securities ex
change which had the second highest trad
ing volume in 1984. 

"<3> For purposes of this subsection, a 
class of common stock carries a dispropor
tionate voting right if the beneficial owner 
of a share of any class of common stock of 
the issuer is entitled to cast more or less 
than one vote on the basis of such share on 
any matter requiring the vote of the 
common stock of the issuer,". 

SEc. 2. Section 15A of the Securities Ex
change Act of 1934 <15 U.S.C. 780-3> is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(i)( 1 > A security may not be quoted on an 
automated quotation system operated by a 
national securities association registered 
pursuant to this section if such security is a 
common stock that is part of a class of secu
rities of the issuer which is nonvoting or 
which carries disproportionate voting 
rights. 

"<2> Paragraph <1> shall not prohibit the 
continued quotation of a common stock that 
is part of a class which carries dispropor
tionate voting rights if such common stock 
<A> was prior to June 17, 1985, quoted on an 
automated quotation system operated by a 
national securities association, and CB> 
within two years of June 17, 1985, meets the 
minimum standards for original listing in 
effect on June 17, 1985, with respect to dis
proportionate voting rights of the national 
securities exchange which had the second 
highest trading volume in 1984. 

"<3> For purposes of this subsection, a 
class of common stock carries a dispropor
tionate voting right if the beneficial owner 
of a share of any class of common stock of 
the issuer is entitled to cast more or less 
than one vote on the basis of such share on 
any matter requiring the vote of the 
common stock of the issues."·• 
e Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I am pleased to join Senator D' AMATO 
in introducing the Shareholder De
mocracy Protection Act. This bill will 
prevent the further erosion of the .one
share-one-vote principle of corporate 
governance. 

Frankly, I never thought such legis
lation would be necessary. The one
share-one-vote doctrine has been as 
fundamental to our system of corpo
rate governance as the one-man-one-

vote principle has been to our political 
system. 

But in the past year, more and more 
companies, seeking to guard against 
hostile takeovers, have issued a new 
class of common stock with unequal 
voting rights. These so-called dual cap
italization programs lodge dispropor
tionate voting rights in management 
or other friendly hands. 

As a result, companies disenfran
chise common shareholders and give 
incumbent management considerable 
power to run and control the corpora
tion without being accountable to the 
shareholders-the true owners of the 
business. 

This is not only unfair to common 
stockholders, it is also an assault on a 
basic tenet of our economic system
which is based on the broad public 
ownership of corporations. 

The legislation we're introducing 
would simply require companies that 
trade on national and regional ex
changes and through the automated 
trading system of the National Asso
ciation of Securities Dealers to have 
equal voting rights for all sharehold
ers. 

Companies that have two classes of 
common stock with disparate voting 
rights would be allowed to retain them 
if they meet four conditions: The 
stock must be issued as of June 17, 
1985; the company must continue to 
be listed on the same exchange or 
quoted on the same system; the voting 
ratio in favor of the "super" voting 
class must not be greater than 10 to 1; 
and the limited voting class must have 
the right to elect at least 25 percent of 
the company's board of directors. 
Companies which currently have two 
classes of common stock that don't 
meet these standards would have 2 
years to meet them. 

The bill would not permit companies 
to evade these listing standards by is
suing two classes of common stock 
with equal voting rights and then re
quiring that a majority of both classes 
must approve a particular transaction. 
Such an arrangement would clearly 
violate the intent of the law. 

Currently, the New York Stock Ex
change rules require all listed compa
nies to adhere to the one-share-one
vote principle while both the Ameri
can Stock Exchange and NASDAQ 
permit trading of companies with dual 
class capitalizations. 

About a year ago, several NYSE
traded companies, including Dow 
Jones, Figgie International, and Her
shey, Inc., created new classes of stock 
with limited voting rights. Now, more 
than 20 NYSE firms have either 
issued or announced plans to do the 
same. The impetus for all these com
panies to put dual class capitalization 
programs in place was their effective
ness in thwarting hostile takeovers. 
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Under exchange rules, these compa

nies would be delisted, and forced to 
trade on the AMEX, NASDAQ or 
other regional exchanges. But the 
NYSE, seeking to avoid the loss of 
income that would occur if it delisted 
major firms, imposed a moratorium on 
delisting companies that violate the 
one-share-one-vote principle while a 
special ad hoc committee studied the 
problem. 

The ad hoc committee recommended 
that companies with two classes of 
common stock be permitted to trade 
on the NYSE if certain conditions are 
met. The exchange is considering this 
recommendation. Many observers be
lieve that, faced with the choice of 
losing lucrative listings to competing 
exchanges or modifying its listing 
standards, the NYSE is likely to 
accept the ad hoc panel's recommen
dations. I believe such a step would 
mark the end of the one-share-one
vote era. 

John Whitehead, a limited partner 
and former cochairman of Goldman 
Sachs & Co., recently wrote a compel
ling critique of the ad hoc committee's 
recommendations. 

I believe that this action, if it occurs, will 
have serious negative implications for the 
whole capitalist system. There are 43 mil
lion individual stockholders in the United 
States. The broad public ownership of our 
great American companies is one of the 
things that distinguishes our system from 
those of countries such as Germany and 
Japan and has made our capital market the 
deepest and most liquid in the world. 

The one-share-one-vote principle has been 
a cornerstone of this corporate democracy. 
If it is taken away or watered down, public 
investors will in time feel that the cards are 
stacked against them by some inside group 
that controls the votes, and they will no 
longer be willing to own their "share of 
American business," as the exchange's ad
vertising slogan used to state. Furthermore, 
stockholder voting rights are an important 
reminder to management that it should 
always act in the stockholders' interest, a 
reminder that should not be given up light
ly. 

I understand that many companies 
are resorting to the dual capitalization 
device solely to avoid hostile takeovers 
and, in a different world, would agree 
with me that such a step is wrong. 

I share their concern about hostile 
takeovers and have introduced S. 860, 
the Shareholder Fairness Act, to ad
dress abuses by both bidders and tar
gets. But I believe that regardless of 
what we feel about hostile takeovers, 
we should all agree that the disenfran
chisement of shareholders is an inap
propriate way for target management 
to defend inself. 

Last Friday, the self-regulatory orga
nizations met to seek a private sector 
agreement to protect the one-share
one-vote principle. I hope they reach 
such an agreement. But, if they do 
not, I hope that Congress will enact 
comprehensive tender offer reform 
legislation this session that includes a 

provision similar to the language in 
the bill we are introducing today. 

If the SRO's fail to act, and if Con
gress does not pass a comprehensive 
tender offer package, I would move in
dependently to enact the Shareholder 
Democracy Protection Act as a free 
standing bill.e 

By Mr. DECONCINI (for himself 
and Mr. GOLDWATER): 

S. 1315. A bill to designate the Salt
Gila aqueduct of the central Arizona 
project as the "Fannin-McFarland Aq
ueduct"; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

FANNIN-MC FARLAND AQUEDUCT 

e Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
am sponsoring legislation today that 
pays tribute to the enormous contribu
tions made by former Arizona Sena
tors Paul Fannin and Ernest McFar
land to the development of the central 
Arizona project. As you know, Mr. 
President, the central Arizona project, 
a Bureau of Reclamation water supply 
and diversion project, was authorized 
by the Congress in 1968. It is the most 
important Federal project in the State 
of Arizona and one upon which the 
people of Arizona depend for meeting 
water supply needs now and into the 
future. 

The CAP is about 45 percent com
plete and the first Colorado River 
water deliveries will be made to the 
Phoenix metropolitan area late this 
year. Arizonans are awaiting these ini
tial water deliveries with great antici
pation. Once Colorado River waters 
are delivered to our growing metropol
itan areas, we can start to effectively 
plan for our State's future. 

Because of the pending event this 
year, I believe now is the proper time 
to pay tribute to those Members of 
Congress from the State of Arizona 
who helped steer the CAP through 
the Congress amidst considerable con
troversy and debate. Two of those in
dividuals, both former Governors of 
the State of Arizona and former Mem
bers of the U.S. Senate, Paul Fannin 
and Ernest McFarland, were vital 
players in the negotiations leading up 
to the final passage of legislation au
thorizing the CAP. Their roles as 
statesmen and dogged negotiators on 
behalf of Arizona in difficult times 
merit, at the very least, their names 
on a portion of the project they 
worked so hard to secure. 

The legislation I propose today will 
redesignate a portion of the central 
Arizona project, known as the Salt
Gila Aqueduct, as the "Fannin-McFar
land Aqueduct." Earlier legislation re
names the Granite Reef Aqueduct as 
the "Hayden-Rhodes Waterway" and 
while I would like to add the names of 
sitting Members of Congress, the Hon
orable MORRIS K. UDALL and the Hon
orable BARRY GOLDWATER, to the list 
because of their unswerving and dedi
cated support of the CAP, I am ad-

vised that Senate protocol prohibits 
doing so while they are Members of 
Congress. However, I do plan to spon
sor legislation at the appropriate time 
in the future to honor Congressman 
UDALL, former Interior Secretary Stew
art Udall, and Senator GOLDWATER. 
Stewart Udall, also from Arizona, 
played an integral role in the develop
ment of the CAP when he served as a 
Member of Congress and Secretary of 
the Interior. I intend to propose legis
lation to name the Tucson Aqueduct, 
phase A and B, in honor of these three 
distinguished national leaders from 
Arizona. 

Mr. President, when Arizonans re
flect on the history of their great 
State, they will be inspired by the tre
mendous contributions made on a bi
partisan level to the CAP. The history 
of the CAP in and of itself could 
garner a very large segment in our 
State's historical evolution. Here it is 
1985 and the CAP is about 45 percent 
complete. The project was first au
thorized in 1968 but its concept dates 
all the way back to 1918. That's a very 
long time, Mr. President, and as you 
can well imagine, countless individuals 
dedicated time and considerable effort 
to this very worthy and very necessary 
public works project throughout that 
period. The CAP was once ref erred to 
as a "mad man's dream." Late this 
year, that project will blossom from a 
dream to reality. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be print
ed at this point in the RECORD, and I 
urge my colleagues on the Senate 
Energy and Natural Resources Com
mittee to take timely action on this 
legislation. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1315 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Salt-Gila aqueduct of the central Arizona 
project, constructed, operated, and main
tained under section 30l<a><7> of the Colora
do River Basin Project Act <43 U.S.C. 
152l<a><7», hereafter shall be known and 
designated as the "Fannin-McFarland Aque
duct". 

SEc. 2. Any reference in any law, regula
tion, document, record, map, or other paper 
of the United States to the aqueduct re
f erred to in the first section hereby is 
deemed to be a reference to the "Fannin
McFarland Aqueduct".• 

By Mr. RIEGLE (for himself and 
Mr. LEVIN): 

S. 1317. A bill to amend title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act to treat cer
tain rural osteopathic hospitals as 
rural referral centers for purposes of 
payment under the prospective pay
ment system; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 
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TREATMENT OF CERTAIN RURAL OSTEOPATHIC 

HOSPITALS AS RURAL REFERRAL CENTERS 

•Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing a bill which would 
eliminate one of the inequities created 
by the new Medicare prospective pay
ment system. The bill, S. 1317, will 
amend title XVIII of the Social Secu
rity Act to treat certain rural osteo
pathic hospitals as rural referral cen
ters for the purpose of payment under 
the prospective payment system. 

The diagnostic related groups 
CDRG'sl of the new Medicare prospec
tive payment system CPPSl is present
ly in its second year of implementa
tion. This new prospective approach to 
hospital reimbursement was a revolu
tionary change from the retrospective 
cost-based reimbursement system 
which has been in place since the cre
ation of Medicare. 

However, as with any new system, 
there is going to be the need to make 
refinements and adjustments. Today, I 
would like to discuss one inequity 
which needs to be addressed. This is in 
the area of the rural referral classifi
cation system under the new PPS Pro
gram. The PPS system was instituted 
with an urban-rural payment diff eren
tial. The rural hospitals receive a 
smaller reimbursement for the same 
DRG because of the less expensive 
care delivered in the rural setting. 
Congress did, however, recognize that 
there are rural hospitals which serve 
as referral centers for lerger communi
ties. Hospitals in these rural settings 
with over 500 beds were allowed to re
ceive the higher urban rate. In addi
tion, the Department of Health and 
Human Services on August 31, 1984, 
issued regulations which expanded the 
scope of the rural referral designation 
by allowing hospitals with less than 
500 beds to qualify if certain other uti
lization criteria were met. One of 
these requirements is that a hospital 
have an annual discharge rate of at 
least 6,000 discharges or an equivalent 
number to their urban counterparts. 
This criteria is unrealistic for a 
number of osteopathic hospitals which 
otherwise qualify for such a designa
tion. 

Osteopathic medicine is an approach 
to medicine which allows for an alter
native model for the delivery of health 
care. It is a patient-oriented approach 
which emphasizes the concepts of 
"wellness" and preventative approach
es to care. The Federal Government 
has always recognized osteopathic 
medicine as a separate but comple
mentary system. This distinctiveness 
has been acknowledged in all aspects 
of the health care industry. 

Osteopathic hospitals are by their 
very nature smaller in scope and size 
than their allopathic counterpart. Os
teopathic medicine has only 109 teach
ing hospitals in this country and osteo
pathic physicians comprise only 2 per
cent of the physicians in the United 

States. Even so, osteopathic physicians 
serve over 10 percent of our Nation's 
patient health care needs. 

Many osteopathic hospitals are lo
cated in rural areas. Nearly 50 percent 
nationwide have less than 100 beds 
and 80 percent have less than 200 
beds. Yet for many of these communi
ties, they serve a vital function. In ad
dition, a few serve as referral centers 
in the fullest sense of the word. It is 
evident in the range of services deliv
ered, the breadth of their referral base 
and in the complexity of the cases 
that they treat. However, their small 
physical size prohibits them from 
meeting the 6,000 annual discharges 
and therefore qualifying for the desig
nation as a rural referral center. 

S. 1317 would amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act, or Medicare to 
lower the minimum number of dis
charges from the 6,000 level to 3,000 
for certain rural osteopathic hospitals. 
This change will allow these vital hos
pitals to continue their work and serve 
as rural referral centers meeting the 
health care needs of their communi
ties. 

Mr. President, I urge all my col
leagues to join with me in this impor
tant corrective measure to the Medi
care Program.e 

By Mr. DOMENIC! (by request): 
S. 1318. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of the department in which the 
Coast Guard is operating to establish 
fees for certain Coast Guard services 
and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

COAST GUARD USER FEE AUTHORIZATION ACT 

e Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, by 
request, I introduce a bill to authorize 
the Secretary of Transportation to es
tablish fees for certain services provid
ed by the U.S. Coast Guard. 

The purpose of this legislation is to 
shift the costs of certain Coast Guard 
services from the general taxpayer to 
the user that specifically benefits 
from these services. Currently, the 
general taxpayer pays for virtually all 
of the services that the Coast Guard 
provides free-of-charge to commercial 
mariners and recreational boaters. 

The Coast Guard estimates that net 
receipts from this bill will yield $236 
million in fiscal year 1986, and $476 
million in each fiscal year 1987 
through 1990. I would like to take this 
opportunity to point out that the first 
budget resolution for fiscal years 1986-
88, as recently passed by the Senate, 
assumes far less in Coast Guard user 
fees than the administration's propos
al. The Senate's budget resolution as
sumes $150 million in each fiscal year 
1986 through 1988 from Coast Guard 
user fee receipts. The proposed level 
of user fees in the Senate budget reso
lution will cover an average of only 8 
percent of the Coast Guard's annual 
operating costs. 

The U.S. Coast Guard has provided 
a wealth of services to the maritime 
community and the entire Nation, 
since its predecessor, the Revenue 
Marine Service, was created as part of 
the Treasury Department in the 18th 
century. I encourage my colleagues to 
consider the worthy principle of 
having the beneficiaries of Coast 
Guard services cover a small portion 
of the costs of these valuable services. 

I commend the administration for 
taking the initiative on this issue. I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
printed in the RECORD at this point, to
gether with a section-by-section analy
sis of the bill. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S; 1318 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Coast Guard User 
Fee Authorization Act of 1985". 

SEc. 2. <a> At the end of part I of title 14, 
United States Code, add the following new 
chapter: 

"CHAPTER 19-USER FEES 
"Sec. 
671. Definitions. 
672. User fee authority. 
673. Establishment of fees. 
674. Collection of fees. 
675. Treatment of receipts. 
676. Annual search and rescue certification. 
677. Exemptions. 
678. Liability of the United States not al

tered. 
679. Penalties. 
"§ 671. Definitions 

"In this chapter-
"( 1) "associated equipment"
"(A) means-
"(i) a system, accessory, component, or ap

purtenance of a recreational boat; or 
"(ii) a marine safety article intended for 

use on board a recreational boat; but 
"CB> does not include radio equipment. 
"(2) "offshore facility" means any artifi

cial island, installation, or other device per
manently or temporarily attached to the 
seabed of the United States Outer Conti
nental Shelf, which is erected thereon for 
the purpose of exploring for, developing, or 
producing resources therefrom. 

"(3) "operating expenses" means costs in
curred by the Coast Guard as necessary ex
penses for its operation and maintenance. 

"C4> "owner" means a person who claims 
lawful possession of a vessel, facility, or ter
minal by virtue of legal title or equitable in
terest therein which entitles that person to 
such possession. 

"(5) "recreational boat" means any vessel 
that is operated only for pleasure use. 

"(6) "recreational boat and associated 
equipment manufacturer" means any 
person engaged in-

"CA> the manufacture, construction, or as
sembly of recreational boats or associated 
equipment; or 

"CB> the manufacture or construction of 
components for recreational boats and asso
ciated equipment to be sold for subsequent 
assembly; or 

"CC> the importation into the United 
States for sale of recreational boats, associ
ated equipment or components thereof. 
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"(7) 'terminal'
"<A> means-
"(i) a pier, wharf, dock, similar structure, 

or area of land to which a vessel is or may 
be secured; 

"(ii) an area of land, water, or land and 
water under and in immediate proximity to 
a pier, wharf, dock, similar structure, or 
area of land to which a vessel is or may be 
secured; 

"(iii) any building on or contiguous to a 
pier, wharf, dock, similar structure, or area 
of land to which a vessel is or may be se
cured; 

"<iv> any equipment and materials on a 
pier, wharf, dock, or similar structure, or 
area of land to which a vessel is or may be 
secured, or in a building that is on or adja
cent to such a structure or land; and 

"(v) a deepwater port; but 
"<B> does not include facilities operated 

by the Department of Defense. 
"§ 672. User fee authority 

"(a) The Secretary, in consultation with 
affected Federal agencies, may establish a 
system of fees to recover that portion of the 
related operating expenses of services, 
which primarily benefit the users of the 
services and are beyond those benefits that 
accrue to the public at large, that are pro
vided or made available by the Coast Guard 
to-

"(1) the owners, operators, or persons in 
charge of

"<A> vessels, 
"CB> terminals, or 
"<C> offshore facilities; 
"(2) individuals who are licensed, certifi

cated, or issued merchant mariners' docu
ments by the Coast Guard; 

"(3) recreational boat and associated 
equipment manufacturers; 

"(4) manufacturers of materials and 
equipment approved by the Coast Guard; 
and 

"(5) other users of Coast Guard services. 
"Cb) In addition to the operating expenses 

relating to the services authorized to be re
covered under this subsection, the Secretary 
may also recover reasonable administrative 
and enforcement costs associated with this 
chapter. 

"Cc> The operating expenses of the follow
ing Coast Guard programs may not be in
cluded in the operating expenses to be re
covered-

"( 1 > Enforcement of Laws and Treaties. 
"(2) Polar Ice Operations. 
"(3) Defense Readiness. 
"(4) Waterways management. 
<d> The fee schedule prescribed by this 

section may not conflict with the Interna
tional obligations of the United States. 
"§ 673. Establishment of fees 

"(a) The Secretary shall issue regulations 
to carry out this chapter, including fee 
schedules. 

"Cb> The Secretary shall consider the fol
lowing factors in establishing fees for Coast 
Guard services-

"(1) the cost of providing the services, ex
cluding that portion of the costs that pri
marily benefits the public at large rather 
than the actual users of the service; 

"(2) the number of vessels, terminals, off
shore facilities, and persons affected; 

"(3) the costs of administering and enforc
ing the collection of fees; and 

"(4) the equity and economic impact of 
the charges to be imposed. 
"§ 67 4. Collection of fees 

"(a) The Secretary may collect fees from: 
"(1) the owner, operator, or person in 

charge of-

"(A) a vessel <other than a public vessel) 
operating in or on waters subject to the ju
risdiction of the United States, 

"CB> a terminal, located on or adjacent to 
waters subject to the jurisdiction of the 
United States, or 

"CC> an offshore facility; 
"(2) individuals who are licensed, certifi

cated, or issued merchant mariners' docu
ments by the Coast Guard; 

"(3) recreational boat and associated 
equipment manufacturers; 

"(4) manufacturers of materials and 
equipment approved by the Coast Guard; 
and 

"(5) other users of Coast Guard services. 
"(b) The Secretary may employ any feder

al, state, or local agency or instrumentality, 
or private enterprise or business, to collect 
fees established under this section. These 
fee collection services, which shall not in
clude the institution of litigation, may be 
provided under such reasonable terms and 
conditions, including reimbursement with 
proper accounting to the Secretary, as the 
Secretary and such agency or business 
agree. 
"§ 675. Treatment of receipts 

Amounts collected pursuant to this Act 
shall be deposited in the general fund of the 
Treasury as proprietary receipts of the de
partment in which the Coast Guard is oper
ating, ascribed to Coast Guard activities. 
"§ 676. Annual search and rescue verification 

"There shall be an annual verification by 
the Secretary that the amounts spent on 
Coast Guard search and rescue activities are 
not less than the amounts collected annual
ly for such purposes. 
"§ 677. Exemptions 

"The Secretary may grant exemptions 
from any provision of this chapter or any 
regulations issued under this chapter. 
"§ 678. Liability of the United States not altered 

"The collection of fees for Coast Guard 
services shall not alter or expand the duties 
and liability of the United States under ex
isting law for the performance of functions 
for which fees are collected, nor shall the 
collection of fees constitute an express or 
implied undertaking by the United States to 
perform any service or activity in a certain 
manner or to provide any service at a par
ticular time and place. 
"§ 679. Penalties 

"<a> The owner, operator, or person in 
charge of a recreational boat who fails to 
pay a fee prescribed under section 672 of 
this title is liable to the United States Gov
ernment for a civil penalty of not more than 
$5000 for each occurrence, in addition to 
any fee imposed. 

"(b) The owner, operator, or person in 
charge of a vessel <other than a recreational 
boat), terminal, offshore facility, any recre
ational boat or associated equipment manu
facturer; manufacturer of materials or 
equipment approved by the Coast Guard; or 
other user of Coast Guard services who fails 
to pay a fee prescribed under section 672 of 
this title is liable to the United States Gov
ernment for a civil penalty of not more than 
$25,000 or two times the fee, whichever is 
greater, for each occurrence, in addition to 
any fee imposed. 

"(c) Any individual licensed, certificated, 
or issued a merchant mariners' document by 
the Coast Guard who fails to pay a fee pre
scribed under section 672 of this title is 
liable to the United States Government for 
a civil penalty of not more than $5000 for 
each occurrence, in addition to any fee im
posed. 

"(d) Any person who fails to comply with 
a regulation prescribed under this chapter is 
liable to the United States Government for 
a civil penalty of not more than $5000 for 
each violation. 

"Ce> The vessel of any owner, operator, or 
person in charge who fails to pay a fee or 
penalty, or who fails to comply with a regu
lation prescribed under this chapter, also is 
liable in rem for the fee and any civil penal
ty assessed under this section, and may be 
proceeded against in the United States Dis
trict Court of any di.Strict in which the rec
reational boat or other vessel may be found. 

"(f) A certificate, license, permit, approv
al, or document issued by the Coast Guard 
is invalid until all required fees have been 
paid to the United States Government. 

"(g) After notice and an opportunity for a 
hearing, a person found by the Secretary to 
have violated this chapter or a regulation 
prescribed under this chapter for which a 
civil penalty is provided, is liable to the 
United States Government for the civil pen
alty provided. The amount of the civil pen
alty shall be assessed by the Secretary by 
written notice. In determining the amount 
of the penalty, the Secretary shall consider 
the nature, circumstances, extent, and grav
ity of the prohibited acts committed and, 
with respect to the violator, the degree of 
culpability, any history of prior offenses, 
ability to pay, and other matters that jus
tice requires. 

"(h) The Secretary may compromise, 
modify, or remit, with or without consider
ation, a civil penalty under this chapter 
until the assessment is referred to the At
torney General. 

"(i) If a person fails to pay an assessment 
of a civil penalty after it has become final, 
the Secretary may refer the matter to the 
Attorney General for collection in an appro
priate district court of the United States. 

"(j) The Secretary may deny entry to a 
port or place subject to the jurisdiction of 
the United States to a vessel if any required 
fees have not been paid. 

"Ck> When requested by the Secretary, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall deny the 
clearance required by section 4197 of the 
Revised Statutes of the United States, as 
amended <46 App. U.S.C. 91), to the vessel 
until the fee assessed for Coast Guard serv
ices is paid or until a bond is posted for the 
payment thereof.". 

Cb) The analysis of part I of title 14, 
United States Code, which is located imme
diately before chapter 1, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new item: 
"19. User Fees......................................... 671". 

SEC. 3. Conforming amendments: 
<a> Subsection I of the Ship Mortgage Act, 

Sec. 30 of the Act of June 5, 1920, c. 250, 41 
Stat. 1002 <46 App. U.S.C. 927>, as amended 
by the Act of September 16, 1966 <Public 
Law 89-582, 80 Stat. 795> is amended by 
striking out the third and fourth sentences. 

<b> Section 2110 of Title 46, United States 
Code <P.L. 98-89, August 26, 1983), is re
pealed. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 
The first section of the bill titles the bill 

as the "Coast Guard User Fee Authoriza
tion Act of 1985". 

Section 2 adds a new chapter 26-User 
Fees-to title 14 of the United States Code. 
Following is a description of the sections in 
the new chapter. 
SEC. 671. DEFINITIONS. 

This section defines terms applicable to 
the chapter. 



16030 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENA TE June 18, 1985 
SEC. 672. USER FEE AUTHORITY. 

This section vests general authority in the 
Secretary of the department in which the 
Coast Guard is operating to establish a 
system of user fees which would recover the 
operating expenses of certain Coast Guard 
services. Specifically excluded from the user 
fee program are services which benefit the 
general public and not a specific group of 
users, and are therefore appropriately paid 
by the general taxpayers. These excluded 
services are: 

1. ENFORCEMENT OF LAWS AND TREATIES. 
Maritime enforcement of laws and treaties 
is accomplished by boats, cutters, and air
craft conducting patrols to enforce certain 
international agreements and Federal laws 
on the high seas and waters over which the 
United States exercises jurisdiction, includ
ing fisheries enforcement, which involves 
living marine resources, and general law en
forcement, which concerns drug smuggling, 
illegal immigration, hijacking/theft of ves
sels, and other similar unlawful activities. 
This exclusion is intended to pertain only to 
costs attributable to this Coast Guard oper
ating program, not to costs attributable to 
enforcement of other Coast Guard regula
tory responsibilities. It will not prevent the 
reimbursement of the Coast Guard by other 
agencies from fees collected by those agen
cies for Coast Guard law enforcement activi
ties, such as the reimbursement of the 
Coast Guard by the Department of Com
merce from the foreign fishing vessel permit 
fees. 

2. POLAR ICE OPERATIONS. Polar ice oper
ations are performed by specially construct
ed icebreakers or ice-strengthened cutters 
which operate in support of Coast Guard 
programs and the requirements of other 
agencies, such as the Department of De
fense and the National Science Foundation. 
Exclusion of these activities from this legis
lation will not prevent the reimbursement 
of the Coast Guard by other agencies or for
eign nations for services performed by Coast 
Guard units under agreements of under
standing or international agreements, such 
as reimbursement by the National Science 
Foundation for their share of the expenses 
of polar ice operations or sharing of ex
penses of the International Ice Patrol by 
participating nations. 

3. DEFENSE READINESS. The Coast Guard 
operates as a service in the Navy in time of 
war or national emergency at the direction 
of the President. During peacetime, an ef
fective state of defense preparedness is 
maintained by both regular and reserve 
components through individual and unit 
training, by joint training exercises with the 
other Armed Forces, and by Coast Guard 
exercises. 

4. WATERWAYS MANAGEMENT. The Coast 
Guard employes passive and active traffic 
management techniques and navigation 
safety procedures to assure an acceptable 
level of safety in and around U.S. ports and 
waterways. Passive management techniques 
and navigation safety procedures are any 
form of regulatory action where compliance 
is vested in the user. Active management 
techniques, vessel traffic services, involve 
direct interaction between the user and the 
Coast Guard to ensure compliance. The ben
efits of the resulting safe operations accrue 
not only to the vessels operating there and 
the individual port operators, but also to 
the environment and the general populace. 
They are protected from the effects of po
tential explosions and releases of hazardous 
materials, and their general economic well
being often depends on the viability of the 

port and waterway operations. In addition, 
the program serves a vital defense function. 
Because of the voluntary nature of most 
vessel traffic services and the few ports that 
have services it would not be equitable to 
assess a user fee on all waterway users for 
the costs of the vessel traffic services that 
are not attributable to the national defense 
or the benefit of the communities in which 
the services are operated. While it may be 
possible to develop user charges for those 
vessels which benefit from vessel traffic 
services, the administrative burden and 
costs of collecting user fees for the costs at
tributable to specific users will outweigh the 
potential recovery. 

While it is in the national interest for the 
Coast Guard to perform the following serv
ices related to maritime safety, they do ben
efit identifiable user groups, and it is appro
priate to recover some of the costs. Ex
penses associated with those services that 
would be recovered under this bill include: 

1. COMMERCIAL VESSEL SAFETY. The Coast 
Guard conducts several types of inspections 
under this program: 

a. INITIAL INSPECTION FOR CERTIFICATION. 
The Coast Guard conducts plan review of 
certain vessels and physically inspects a 
vessel during its construction <including 
hull, propulsion, and safety systems> to see 
that construction conforms to approved 
plans and regulations. Inspection of major 
vessels during all phases of construction can 
consist of hundreds of hours of physical ex
amination and extensive testing of the work 
under construction. 

b. INSPECTION FOR CERTIFICATION. Inspec
tions for certification are required at vari
ous frequencies, depending on the type and 
service of the vessel. The Coast Guard in
spects the vessel to determine its condition, 
using both physical examinations and per
formance of tests. 

c. REINSPECTIONS. Reinspections are re
quired at prescribed, periodic intervals 
during the period of validity of the Certifi
cate of Inspection. The scope of the rein
spection is the same as the inspection for 
certification, but in less detail, unless it is 
determined that a major change has oc
curred since the last inspection. 

d. DRYDOCK EXAMINATION. The Coast 
Guard examines a vessel's hull, machinery, 
and other appurtenances to determine their 
overall condition. Examinations can include 
extensive testing, if warranted, and can take 
from hours to days depending on the size 
and condition of the vessel. Drydock exami
nations are required at intervals of from one 
to ten years, depending on the vessel's age, 
trade, and route. 

e. FIXED OFFSHORE STRUCTURE INSPECTION. 
Structures and islands located on the Outer 
Continental Shelf are regulated by the 
Coast Guard with respect to lights and 
other warning devices, safety equipment, 
and other matters related to the protection 
of life and property. The Coast Guard in
spects those structures and islands to ensure 
compliance with applicable standards. 

f. LICENSING AND DOCUMENTATION OF MER
CHANT MARINE PERSONNEL. As part of the 
process of reducing risks from commercial 
vessel operations, applicants seeking em
ployment on specified vessels must hold ap
propriate licenses, certificates, or merchant 
mariners' documents issued by the Coast 
Guard. The Coast Guard processes those 
applications to ensure that merchant mari
ners have the necessary qualifications for 
the safe operation of merchant vessels. The 
Coast Guard also maintains a register of re
ports on the conduct, character, and qualifi
cation of merchant marine personnel. 

g. VESSEL DOCUMENTATION. Federal law re
quires the issuance of documents to vessels 
registered in the foreign trade or licensed to 
engage in the trade on the Great Lakes, in 
the coastwise trade, or in the fisheries. The 
Coast Guard administers these vessel docu
mentation laws. 

h. TONNAGE MEASUREMENT. The measure
ment of vessels is required to determine 
gross and net tonnages, which affect how 
national inspection laws and various cus
toms and canal transit duties will apply to 
the vessels. The Coast Guard processes cer
tain applications for measurement. 

i. EQUIPMENT APPROVAL. The Coast Guard 
administers an approval program for certain 
types of lifesaving and safety associated 
equipment used on vessels. 

2. AIDS TO NAVIGATION. A network of over 
45,000 manned and unmanned aids to navi
gation is maintained along our coasts and on 
our inland waterways to ensure the safe pas
sage of the mariner. Loran-C stations and 
radio beacons are operated in the Coastal 
Confluence Zone and the Great Lakes to 
serve the needs of the armed services as well 
as marine and air commerce. 

3. RECREATIONAL BOATING SAFETY. The 
Coast Guard develops minimum boating 
safety standards and monitors manufactur
er compliance; administers a safety recall or 
defect notification program under which 
recreational boat manufacturers could be 
required to notify owners and correct de
fects; administers an approval program for 
certain types of lifesaving and safety associ
ated equipment, such as personal flotation 
devices, visual distress signals and fire extin
guishing systems; investigates boating fa
talities on navigable waters of the United 
States and analyzes the results to develop 
safety programs; disseminates safety infor
mation and coordinates education and other 
safety activities with the states and boating 
safety organizations; and supports the vol
unteer Coast Guard Auxiliary. 

4. PORT AND ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY. The 
Coast Guard monitors hazardous cargo 
transfer, liquid bulk transfer, and ocean 
dumping operations; boards vessels to 
ensure compliance with dangerous cargo 
laws and regulations, pollution prevention 
laws, regulations, and international treaties; 
surveys and inspects bulk liquid waterfront 
facilities; conducts spot checks on designat
ed waterfront facilities; and issues port 
safety and security identity cards to port 
workers. 

5. MARINE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE. The 
Coast Guard ensures the adequate cleanup 
of oil and hazardous substances spills. 

6. DOMESTIC ICE OPERATIONS. The Coast 
Guard maintains several cutters specifically 
designed for breaking ice on the Great 
Lakes, inland, and coastal waters, along 
with vessels outfitted with ice-strengthened 
hulls. In combination, these vessels are the 
resources available upon request to assist 
vessels that navigate on waters which are 
normally ice-bound in the winter. This ac
tivity takes place primarily in the Great 
Lakes region <including the inland rivers> 
and the Northeast coast of the continental 
United States. It would not include emer
gency domestic ice operations that are nec
essary to the movement of essential com
modities or to ice operations in areas that 
are normally ice free. 

7. BRIDGE ADMINISTRATION. The Coast 
Guard approves the location and plans of 
proposed bridges prior to commencement of 
construction, alteration, or removal of ob
structive bridges, and issues and enforces 
drawbridge regulations. 
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8. SEARCH AND RESCUE. The Coast Guard is 

designated as the search and rescue coordi
nator for waters subject to the jurisdiction 
of the United States and certain areas of 
the high seas. In addition to serving mari
time users, Coast Guard search and rescue 
<SAR> facilities perform SAR missions over 
adjacent coastal and inland areas. A net
work of boats, aircraft, cutters, rescue co
ordination centers, communication facilities, 
air stations, and boat stations are main
tained in a state of readiness to provide this 
assistance. 

In addition to authorizing the establish
ment of user fees, Section 672 also author
izes the Secretary to collect those fees from 
specific service recipients, including individ
uals who are licensed, certificated, or issued 
merchant mariners' documents by the Coast 
Guard; recreational boat and associated 
equipment manufacturers; manufacturers 
of materials and equipment approved by the 
Coast Guard; owners, operators, or persons 
in charge of all types of vessels, offshore fa
cilities, and terminals; and other users of 
Coast Guard services. 

In establishing the user fee schedule the 
Secretary will consult with other affected 
Federal agencies. Provision is made in sub
section (d) to ensure that the fee schedules 
do not conflict with the international obli
gations of the United States. 
SEC. 673. ESTABLISHMENT OF FEES. 

The Secretary is charged with developing 
regulations, including fee schedules, to 
carry out the chapter. In developing regula
tions the Secretary will consult with affect
ed agencies. The public will be given the op
portunity to comment through the rulemak
ing process. 

This section describes the factors the Sec
retary will consider in establishing and issu
ing user fee schedules authorized under sec
tion 672. The Secretary will consider the fol
lowing factors in developing fee schedules: 

a. The Coast Guard operating expenses 
for providing specific services, beyond those 
benefits that accrue to the public at large; 

b. The full costs of administering and en
forcing the collection of fees; 

c. The number of service recipients, taking 
into consideration the types and sizes of ves
sels and facilities. 

d. The equity and economic impact of the 
charges imposed. 
SEC. 674. COLLECTION OF FEES. 

This section permits the Secretary to col
lect fees from those categories of users des
ignated in section 672. Section 674 also au
thorizes the Secretary to employ, under rea
sonable terms and conditions, Federal, state, 
and local government entities, and private 
enterprises or businesses, to help with the 
collection of user fees. 

The term "waters subject to the jurisdic
tion of the United States" is used in the 
same sense as it is used in various laws en
forced by the Coast Guard. <For example 
see 46 U.S.C. 4301.) The term has been in
terpreted in 33 CFR 2.05-30 to include the 
navigable waters of the United States; other 
waters located on lands owned by the 
United States, with respect to which the 
United States has retained exclusive or con
current jurisdiction or accepted jurisdiction 
under R.S. 355 <33 U.S.C. 733); and the 
waters within the territories and possessions 
of the United States and the Trust Terri
tory of the Pacific Islands. 
SEC. 675. TREATMENT OF RECEIPTS. 

This section provides for depositing fees 
collected under this act as proprietary re
ceipts of the department in which the Coast 
Guard is operating, ascribed to Coast Guard 

activities, in the General Fund of the Treas
ury. 
SEC. 676. ANNUAL SEARCH AND RESCUE VERIFICA

TION. 
This provision, in conjunction with section 

675, provides for an accounting of the 
amounts collected and expended for search 
and rescue activities. This is designed to 
demonstrate that amounts collected from 
marine users for this purpose do not exceed 
the costs of providing the services to those 
users. 
SEC. 677. EXEMPTIONS. 

This section gives the Secretary the au
thority to grant exemptions which would 
not adversely affect the purpose of this pro
posal. For example, lifeboats an similar 
boats could be exempted from the require
ment to pay an annual fee so mariners are 
not required to pay more than one user fee 
for what is essentially auxiliary equipment. 
Coast Guard Auxiliarists who voluntarily 
provide boating safety information, courtesy 
marine examinations, or on-the-water assist
ance may be exempted from all or part of 
the user fee requirement. The Secretary 
needs the flexibility to grant exemptions 
when justified. 
SEC. 678. LIABILITY OF THE UNITED STATES NOT 

ALTERED. 
This section explicitly sets forth the in

tended limitations on the liability of the 
United States as a result of this proposal. 
The imposition of user fees is not intended 
to increase the possibility that the United 
States will be held to a higher standard of 
care than if no fees were assessed. Nor is the 
intent to create exposure to liability to third 
parties. The intent of this section is to limit 
the liability of the United States to that of 
a government entity with sovereign immuni
ty, rather than that of a provider of serv
ices. 
SEC. 679. PENALTIES. 

This section establishes a civil penalty 
procedure, in addition to those already pro
vided by law, when a user fee is not paid. 
Under this section, the maximum penalty is 
$5000, in addition to the fee, for the owner, 
operator, or person in charge of a recre
ational boat and for individuals licensed, 
certificated, or issued merchant mariners' 
documents by the Coast Guard. 

The maximum penalty for the owner, op
erator, or person in charge of a vessel <other 
than a recreational boat), terminals, or off
shore facilities; for recreational boat and as
sociated equipment manufacturers; manu
facturers of materials and equipment ap
proved by the Coast Guard; and other users 
of Coast Guard services is $25,000 or twice 
the fee, whichever is greater, in addition to 
the prescribed fee. In addition, a vessel used 
by an owner or operator who has not paid 
the prescribed user fee is liable in rem for 
the penalty and the prescribed user fee. Any 
certificate, document, permit, approval, or 
license issued by the Coast Guard is invalid 
until all fees are paid. The Secretary is 
granted the authority to deny a vessel entry 
to a port or place subject to the jurisdiction 
of the United States if the required fees for 
a vessel have not been paid. Finally, this 
section requires the Secretary of the Treas
ury, when requested by the Secretary, to 
withhold clearance for vessels bound to for
eign ports until the prescribed fee is paid or 
a bond is posted. 

It is envisioned that the current Coast 
Guard penalty assessment procedures in 
Part 1.07 of title 33, Code of Federal Regu
lations, will be used to assess the penalties 
prescribed by the Act. 

Section 3 repeals restrictions on the 
amount that may be charged to record bills 
of sale, conveyances, mortgages and furnish 
copies in Subsection I of the Ship Mortgage 
Act, Sec. 30 of the Act of June 5, 1920, c. 
250, Sec. 30, 41 Stat. 1002 <46 App. u.s.c. 
927), as amended; and the prohibition in sec
tion 2110 of 46 U.S. Code on charging fees 
for services related to the engagement and 
discharge of seamen, the inspection and ex
amination of vessels, the licensing of mas
ters, mates, pilots, and engineers, and the 
measurement or documentation of vessels.• 

By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself 
and Mr. Donn>: 

S. 1320. A bill to improve the en
forcement of child abuse laws; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

CHILD ABUSE REPORTING AND CLEARINGHOUSE 
IMPROVEMENT ACT 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
am today introducing the proposed 
Child Abuse Reporting and Clearing
house Improvements Act of 1985. I am 
joined in introducing this legislation 
by the distinguished Senator from 
Connecticut CMr. Donn], who serves 
both as the cochairman of the Senate 
children's caucus and the ranking mi
nority member of the Subcommittee 
on Children, Families, Alcoholism and 
Drugs of the Labor and Human Re
sources Committee. Companion legis
lation is being introduced today in the 
House of Representatives by several of 
my colleagues from California, includ
ing Representatives DoN EDWARDS, 
GEORGE MILLER, and MEL LEvINE. 

This legislation is derived from the 
recommendations proposed by a com
mission on Enforcement of Child 
Abuse Laws convened by the Califor
nia attorney general, John Van de 
Kamp. This commission, which re
leased its final report in April of this 
year, made numerous recommenda
tions to improve the enforcement of 
child abuse laws in California. The 
commission focused its attention on 
how the existing systems assist child 
victims of sexual and physical abuse 
and what should be done to improve 
those systems. Their investigations 
found that the child victim is too fre
quently victimized again by those very 
systems designed to help. The report 
issued by the Van de Kamp Commis
sion contains numerous recommenda
tions and suggestions on how these 
systems might be made to work better 
for the children involved. 

RELATIONSHIP TO THE PROPOSED CHILDREN'S 
JUSTICE ACT 

Mr. President, many of the recom
mendations in the California attorney 
general's commission report call for 
changes in California laws and judicial 
procedures which closely parallel the 
reforms proposed in legislation which 
was introduced by the distinguished 
Senator from Florida [Mrs. HAWKINS], 
the proposed Children's Justice Act, S. 
140. On May 2, 1985, I testified before 
the Subcommittee on Children, Fami-
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lies, Alcoholism and Drugs, which Sen
ator HAWKINS chairs, in support of S. 
140 and to present the report of the 
Van de Kamp Commission to the sub
committee. 

I have also joined as a cosponsor of 
S. 140 and plan to work closely with 
the Senator from Florida in getting 
this legislation enacted into law. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of my testimony be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS IN THE CALIFORNIA 
REPORT 

In addition to recommending 
changes in California statutes and pro
cedures to improve the investigation 
and prosecution of child abuse cases 
and reduce the trauma to the child 
victim witnesses involved in these 
cases, the California attorney gener
al's commission also made several rec
ommendations involving issues at the 
Federal level. These recommendations 
are incorporated into the legislation 
that I am introducing today. 

This legislation contains three provi
sions: 

First, it would amend the Federal al
coholism and drug treatment statute 
provisions relating to confidentiality 
to make clear that these statutory pro
visions should not be construed to 
interfere with an obligation, under 
State laws, to report child abuse. 

Second, it would require that inf or
mation on child abuse incidents, in
cluding child sexual abuse, be included 
in the FBI's Uniform Crime Reporting 
System CUCRJ. 

Third, it would direct the National 
Center on Child Abuse and Neglect in 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services to take an active role in; first, 
collecting and disseminating to appro
priate State and local law enforcement 
agencies information on various tech
niques and approaches that are being 
developed, utilized, or proposed to im
prove the success of investigation and 
prosecution of child sexual abuse 
cases, and to reduce the trauma to the 
child victim in such investigations and 
prosecutions; second, developing and 
disseminating model training materi
als and procedures to help ensure that 
all law enforcement, legal, judicial, 
and child welfare personnel are ade
quately trained to deal with child 
sexual abuse victims; and third, to sup
port research projects to assist in iden
tifying effective approaches to improv
ing the investigation and prosecution 
of child sexual abuse cases. 

This latter provision is derived from 
an amendment I proposed during my 
testimony in support of S. 140. I have 
included it in the legislation I am in
troducing today so that others will 
have an opportunity to review this 
proposal as well but I very much hope 
that the basic thrust of this amend
ment and the other provisions includ-

ed in this new bill will be incorporated 
into S. 140 as it moves forward. 

FEDERAL PREEMPTION OF STATE REPORTING 
LAWS 

Mr. President, section 2 of this legis
lation deals with a problem that has 
arisen regarding the conflict between 
the general confidentiality provisions 
in the Federal drug abuse and alcohol
ism statutes, sections 290dd-3 and 
290ee-3 of title 42, United States Code, 
and State and local laws which require 
all health-care professionals to report 
cases of known or suspected child 
abuse which come to their attention. 
The general confidentiality provisions 
in the Federal laws have been con
strued by the Department of Health 
and Human Services to bar employees 
of drug and alcoholism programs from 
complying with State or local laws re
quiring child abuse reporting. 

It is ironic that States, under the 
Federal Child Abuse Prevention and 
Treatment Act, Public Law 93-247, are 
required to enact laws mandating the 
reporting of child abuse, yet another 
Federal statute-involving the federal
ly funded drug and alcoholism treat
ment programs-has been interpreted 
as prohibiting compliance with those 
very reporting obligations. It is also 
ironic that health-care providers work
ing in a drug or alcohol treatment pro
gram that is totally funded by State, 
local, or private sources would be fully 
obligated to comply with child abuse 
reporting requirements. However, the 
presence in such a program of Federal 
funding under the drug abuse or alco
holism acts would override such obli
gations. 

Mr. President, substance abuse is 
closely related to child abuse. Last 
week, at a policy forum of the Senate 
children's caucus that I chaired in Los 
Angeles, one of the witnesses-a front
line children's services worker-told 
me that at least 50 percent of the 
child abuse cases she handles involves 
a parent who is a drug abuser. It is 
simply unconscionable that State ef
forts to protect these children are 
being hampered by this conflict be
tween Federal laws. 

Mr. President, I recognize that there 
may be concerns that if substance 
abusers are not guaranteed confiden
tiality, they may not seek help at 
these programs. Similar concerns were 
raised a decade ago when the child 
abuse reporting ls.ws were first en
acted. It was argued then that to re
quire, for example, health profession
als to report child abuse would deter 
abusive parents from bringing their 
children in for treatment. But experi
ence has not shown that to be true. 
Child abuse reporting has become an 
accepted responsibility for many, 
many professionals. 

In California, and in most other 
States as well, all physicians, psychia
trists, psychologists, nurses, dentists, 
laboratory technicians and a multi-

tude of other health-related profes
sionals are required to comply with 
child abuse reporting laws. The same 
reporting requirements apply .under 
California law to State or county 
public health employees involved in 
venereal disease treatment programs; 
precisely the same confidentiality 
issues are involved in those very sensi
tive programs and there is no evidence 
that the child abuse reporting require
ment has hindered carrying out of ve
nereal disease programs. 

It is also relevant that a number of 
courts have already determined that 
the records maintained by a federally 
funded drug or alcoholism treatment 
program can be made available, 
through a court order, in connection 
with prosecution of a child abuse case. 
The Federal statute authorizes release 
of information, for good cause, pursu
ant to a court order. In one New York 
case, In the Matter of the Doe Chil
dren, 93 Misc. 2d 479, 402 N.Y.S. 958 
<Fam. Ct. 1978), the need for such in
formation in a child neglect case was 
held to outweigh the patient's confi
dentiality interests under the Federal 
statutes. As explained in the Doe case: 

In assessing the public interest, the court 
must consider the safety and welfare of the 
three children who are alleged to be neglect
ed .... The interests of these young children 
in living in secure surroundings outweighs 
any possible injury to the patient or to the 
physician-patient relationship. 402 N.Y.S. 
2d at 959-60. 

Other court decisions have reached 
similar conclusions. It is clear, there
fore, that the information gathered in 
the course of providing treatment in a 
federally funded drug or alcoholism 
program is not absolutely privileged 
and can be provided after the abuse 
occurs pursuant to a court order. 
These providers thus cannot, under 
existing law, guarantee absolute confi
dentiality to their clients since the 
records can be made available in such 
a child abuse or neglect proceeding. 
However, under the HHS interpreta
tion of sections 290dd-3 and 290ee-3 of 
title 42, a health-care professional 
cannot report an ongoing child abuse 
case to a child protection worker. 

The Department of Health and 
Human Services, in regulations pro
mulgated on August 25, 1983-Federal 
Register, vol. 48, No. 166, at page 
38767-in response to comments 
urging that the regulations provide for 
compliance with child abuse reporting 
laws, recognized the problem in exist
ing law, but concluded that the "De
partment cannot by regulation abro
gate the statutory restrictions where a 
disclosure is made in connection with 
the reporting of child abuse or ne
glect." The Department did state, 
however, that it is the policy of the 
Department "to encourage providers 
of alcohol and drug abuse services to 
report instances of child abuse and ne-
glect where this can be done in con-
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formity with the statutory confiden
tiality protections." It further suggest
ed using court orders to authorize dis
closures, reporting in a manner which 
does not identify the patient as an al
cohol or drug abuse patient, getting 
the consent of the patient to make the 
report, or utilizing the exception for a 
medical emergency to justify breaking 
the confidentiality provisions where 
the child requires immediate medical 
intervention. 

Mr. President, it is time that we 
dealt with this problem in a straight
forward manner. The U.S. Attorney 
General's Task Force on Family Vio
lence in 1984 reached the same conclu
sion as the California attorney gener
al's commission. That task force flatly 
recommended that "confidentiality 
statutes and regulations for Federal 
alcohol and drug abuse treatment pro
grams should be amended to require 
compliance with State laws on manda
tory reporting of child abuse, neglect 
and molestation." Our bill would im
plement that recommendation. 

The language to be added to the 
drug abuse and alcoholism treatment 
statutes is virtually identical to lan
guage included in section 312(b) of last 
year's child abuse amendments, Public 
Law 98-457, providing an exception 
with respect to the obligation to 
report suspected child abuse incidents 
within the general confidentiality pro
visions of the new family violence pre
vention and services program. 
INCLUSION OF CHILD ABUSE STATISTICS IN THE 

UNIFORM CRIME REPORTING SYSTEM 

One continuing problem in the child 
abuse field is the lack of hard data on 
the incidence and disposition of child 
abuse cases. The California commis
sion noted that the data and research 
necessary to guide policymakers in the 
area of child abuse was inadequate. 
Among the several recommendations 
contained in the report was the recom
mendation that the U.S. Attorney 
General provide for the inclusion of 
child abuse statistics in the FBI Uni
form Crime Reporting System. An 
identical recommendation was includ
ed in the U.S. Attorney General's Task 
Force on Family Violence report. 

The legislation being introduced 
today would direct that the Uniform 
Crime Reporting System be modified 
so as to include such information. It 
also directs the Attorney General to 
report back to Congress within 90 days 
after the enactment of this act on 
whether such modification has been 
made and, if not, when it will be made. 
NATIONAL CENTER ON CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT 

Finally, Mr. President, this legisla
tion would direct the National Center 
on Child Abuse and Neglect to begin 
to play a more active role in helping 
States improve and reform their laws 
relating to the investigation and pros
ecution of child sexual abuse cases in a 
manner that will reduce the trauma 
experienced by the child victims. 

Specifically, the bill would require 
that, within 6 months, the Center 
compile, analyze, publish, and dissemi
nate to each State information on the 
various approaches being utilized, de
veloped, or proposed, including an 
evaluation of the effectiveness or lack 
thereof, to improve the investigation 
and prosecution of child sexual abuse 
cases in a manner which would reduce 
the trauma to the child victim and 
provide the States with other materi
als or information that may be helpful 
in making such improvements. It 
would also require the National 
Center to provide the States with 
model training materials and proce
dures to help ensure that all law en
forcement, legal, judicial, and child 
welfare personnel are adequately 
trained to deal with child sexual abuse 
victims. Lastly, it would require the 
Center to provide for the support of 
research projects to assist in identify
ing effective approaches to improve 
the investigation and prosecution of 
child sexual abuse cases in a manner 
which reduces the trauma to the child 
victim. These activities, under the bill, 
would be carried out in coordination 
with the Department of Justice which 
is also already involved in support of 
certain research activities in this area. 
Ideally, these two Federal agencies 
would pool their resources and creativ
ity to help provide leadership and sup
port to the States in their efforts to 
improve State and local investigation 
and prosecution procedures. 

Mr. President, repeatedly, the Cali
fornia commission stressed the need 
for development of appropriate proce
dures, training materials, and research 
into the various aspects of the prob
lem of child abuse, particularly those 
relating to sexual abuse cases. One 
specific recommendation was for the 
State of California to investigate what 
other jurisdictions, both domestic and 
foreign, are doing in these areas and 
analyze the reasons for the effective
ness or lack thereof of approaches 
being tested in other jurisdictions. 
During the hearings on S. 140, wit
nesses repeatedly called for the shar
ing of information on what was being 
tried and what was effective. Jack Yel
verton, executive director of the Na
tional District Attorneys Association 
specifically called for the establish
ment of a national network to share 
information and expertise on model 
programs, to report and track changes 
in case and statutory law throughout 
the States and disseminate this infor
mation, to monitor and evaluate 
changes in State and Federal laws 
based upon the actual case experience 
of prosecutors, and to develop model 
legislation based upon such experi
ence. 

During the hearing in Los Angeles I 
chaired last week, I heard a similar 
plea for clearinghouse activities to 
support local law enforcement efforts 

to deal with complex sexual abuse 
cases. It was suggested that there 
ought to be one telephone number 
that local officials throughout the 
country could call to get information 
and advice on how to proceed with 
these difficult cases. 

Mr. President, I was one of the co
sponsors of the legislation enacted in 
1974 which established the National 
Center for Child Abuse and Neglect, 
and, as the chairman of the Senate 
Subcommittee on Child and Human 
Development, I authored the 1978 leg
islation which extended the authoriza
tion of appropriations in that act. The 
Center was established to serve as just 
such a clearinghouse for information 
and to help develop the materials and 
procedures to be used by individual 
States and localities in confronting 
these cases. One persistent problem 
that has plagued the Federal Child 
Abuse Program since it was first estab
lished has been its not disseminating 
information and research findings on 
a timely basis to those in the field who 
need to know what approaches and 
techniques are being tested in other 
jurisdictions and which of those are 
working and which are not. 

A basic reason for this failing has 
been that the National Center has 
been buried in the HHS bureaucracy, 
with its funding diverted on occasion 
to support general discretionary 
projects supported by the Office of 
Human Development Services, rather 
than spent on projects focused specifi
cally on the issues of child abuse and 
neglect. In April of 1980, the General 
Accounting Office [GAOJ issued a 
report highlighting the weakness in 
the National Center's activities. That 
report-"Increased Federal Efforts 
Needed to Better Identify, Treat, and 
Prevent Child Abuse and Neglect"
noted that the "Center has provided 
little guidance and assistance to States 
and localities on effective approaches 
and programs to deal with abuse and 
neglect • • •. Center officials had not 
clearly communicated to States and lo
calities their opinions on promising ap
proaches and programs even after ex
tensive research and evaluation." GAO 
specifically recommended that to im
prove its leadership and assistance, 
the Center should be required to 
better coordinate Federal programs 
and resources, identify approaches and 
programs showing promise of success, 
and develop information on the 
progress of States and localities in ad
dressing abuse and neglect. GAO also 
noted that much of the problem arose 
from the lack of adequate support for 
the Center from HHS and noted prior 
efforts within HHS to divert some of 
the Center's research funds to other 
programs. Nothing in the intervening 
years since the GAO report was issued 
has changed much. Indeed, Congress 
was forced in last year's legislation re-
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authorizing appropriations for the 
Federal Child Abuse Program to in
clude provisions prohibiting HHS from 
using any funds appropriated under 
the child abuse act for any purpose 
other than that for which such funds 
were specifically authorized. 

During the hearings held in the last 
Congress on reauthorizing funding for 
the National Center, the American 
Humane Association specifically rec
ommended that the Center should em
phasize its dissemination of informa
tion and knowledge in an "assertive" 
way. It is not enough to have a Nation
al Center that serves merely as a re
pository of information; active efforts 
need to be made to share the inf orma
tion with those in the field who can 
put it to use. Without this kind of 
leadership and initiative to dissemi
nate information, the individual States 
are needlessly left to duplicate activi
ties and waste time and resources pur
suing deadends. 

The legislation being introduced 
today thus would give the National 
Center a specific role and 6-month 
deadline to meet in the national effort 
to improve investigation and prosecu
tion of child sexual abuse cases. It is 
also directed to provide support to re
search projects aimed at identifying 
effective approaches to these investi
gations and prosecutions. 

Mr. President, the legislation is 
drafted so that these activities will be 
carried out by the National Center uti
lizing the discretionary funds that are 
appropriated for activities carried out 
under section 2(b) of the Child Abuse 
Act. The 1985 HHS Appropriation Act 
substantially increased the funds allo
cated for the Child Abuse Program. 
The total appropriation for the Child 
Abuse Program was increased from 
the fiscal year 1984 level of $16 million 
to a total fiscal year 1985 level of $30 
million. The amount appropriated for 
discretionary activities was increased 
from $9.5 million for fiscal year 1984 
to $11 million for fiscal year 1985. 
Since the activities called for under 
this bill are already within the areas 
of responsibility of the National 
Center, there is no reason why the 
Center cannot satisfy these require
ments with its existing resources. This 
issue deserves priority attention. 

Mr. President, I want to underscore 
the importance of the requirement 
that the National Center disseminate 
model training materials to law en
forcement, judicial, legal, and child 
welfare personnel on how to deal with 
child sexual abuse victims. The need 
for this material has been stressed 
over and over, both in the Van de 
Camp Commission report and the tes
timony of witnesses who appeared 
before that commission. Dealing with 
a child who has been the victim of 
sexual abuse is a very difficult and 
very sensitive matter. The danger of 
further and deeper traumatization of 

the child by insensitive questioning or 
treatment is very high. Without ade
quate training, many professionals 
who want to help a child may actually 
do more harm than good. The judges 
as well as the lawyers who deal with · 
these children in the courtroom set
ting particularly need to be sensitized 
to the special problems facing these 
young witnesses. 

Mr. President, the need to make the 
courtroom a less traumatic experience 
for child sexual abuse witnesses was 
dramatically illustrated last week 
when the parents of 28 of the 41 chil
dren scheduled to testify in the 
McMartin Preschool sexual abuse pre
liminary hearing proceeding refused to 
let their children testify. The trial 
court judge had ruled that a new State 
law permitting closed-circuit television 
testimony in such cases could not be 
applied to the pending case. These 
parents refused to submit their chil
dren to the same ordeal that the 13 
children who had already testified in 
the 10-month long preliminary hear
ing had been forced to endure. Finally, 
the training to be developed under our 
bill would need to go beyond the train
ing of just the child welfare workers 
who are assigned to these cases or 
even the law enforcement officers as
signed to specialized child abuse units. 
An aggressive campaign needs to be 
mounted to make sure that all partici
pants in the legal and social services 
systems who interact with these very 
vulnerable children are adequately 
trained to help, not add injury, to 
these victims. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, child abuse, particu
larly sexual abuse of children, is a very 
serious problem in our society. The 
growing statistics on the incidence of 
sexual abuse of children-regardless of 
whether they represent merely better 
reporting procedures or an increase in 
the cases themselves-demonstrate 
beyond any doubt that more needs to 
be done by Government entities at 
every level to deal effectively with this 
devastating abuse. As the Senate coau
thor with former Senator Percy of the 
1978 legislation which established the 
first Federal program focused upon 
providing treatment for the young vic
tims of sexual abuse, I an convinced 
that we must also deal with another 
aspect of this problem-the further 
victimization of the child through a 
judicial process that fails to recognize 
the additional trauma that a child ex
periences in the prosecution of these 
cases through the criminal court 
system. I am deeply committed to 
finding ways to prevent child abuse 
and child sexual abuse and to provide 
appropriate treatment for child abuse 
victims and their families. But we also 
must take steps to make sure that the 
judicial and the law enforcement as
pects of these cases are adequately 
handled. Parents are justifiably reluc-

tant to have their children subjected 
to a further abuse through the crimi
nal prosecution of these cases. As a 
consequence, in some cases, the perpe
trators of heinous crimes against 
young children are allowed to go free. 
Better reporting and enforcement of 
child abuse laws can help deter poten
tial abusers from engaging in the 
abuse in the first instance. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the legislation be 
printed in the RECORD preceding my 
testimony on S. 140. 

There being no objection, the bill 
and testimony were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1320 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Child Abuse Re
porting and Clearinghouse Improvements 
Act of 1985". 

SEC. 2. <a> Section 523 of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 290dd-3) is 
amended-

<1> by striking out "subsection <e>" in sub
section <a> and inserting in lieu thereof 
"subsections <e> and (i)"; and 

<2> by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(i) Nothing in this section shall be con
strued to supersede the application of State 
or local requirements for the reporting of 
incidents of suspected child abuse to the ap
propriate State or local authorities.". 

Cb> Section 527 of such Act <42 U.S.C. 
290ee-3 > is amended-

<1 >by striking out "subsection <e>" in sub
section <a> and inserting in lieu thereof 
"subsections Ce> and (i)"; and 

<2> by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(i) Nothing in this section shall be con
strued to supersede the application of State 
or local requirements for the reporting of 
incidents of suspected child abuse to the ap
propriate State or local authorities.". 

SEC. 3. The classification system used by 
the Identification Division of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation in its Criminal File 
shall be modified to include a category for 
specific statistics for offenses involving 
child abuse, including child sexual abuse. 
Not later than 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Attorney Gener
al shall report to the appropriate Commit
tees of the Congress on whether this modifi
cation has been made and, if not, why it has 
not yet been made and when it will be made. 

SEC. 4. Section 2(b) of the Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act <42 U.S.C. 
5101(b)) is amended-

<1> by striking out "and" after clause <6>; 
<2> by striking out the period at the end of 

clause <7> and inserting in lieu thereof a 
semicolon and "and"; and 

<3> by adding after clause <7> the following 
new clause: 

"(8) in coordination with the Department 
of Justice-

<A> compile, analyze, publish, and dissemi
nate to each State a summary, including an 
evaluation of the effectiveness or lack 
thereof, of approaches being utilized, devel
oped, or proposed with respect to improving 
the investigation and prosecution of child 
sexual abuse cases in a manner which re
duces the trauma to the child victim along 
with such other materials or information as 
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may be helpful to the States in developing 
or implementing programs or procedures to 
improve such investigations and prosecu
tions; 

<B> develop and disseminate to appropri
ate State officials model training materials 
and procedures to help ensure that all law 
enforcement, legal, judicial, and child wel
fare personnel are adequately trained to 
deal with child sexual abuse victims; and 

<C> provide for the support of research 
projects to assist in identifying effective ap
proaches to improve the investigation and 
prosecution of child sexual abuse cases in a 
manner which reduces the trauma to the 
child victim.". 

SEc. 5. The summary, information, and 
materials required to be disseminated under 
clause <8><A> and <B> as added by section 4 
of this Act, shall be made available to ap
propriate State officials not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

TESTIMONY OF SENATOR .ALAN CRANSTON 

I am pleased to have this opportunity to 
present testimony on S. 140 and to share 
with you some of the recommendations and 
findings from a report issued a few weeks 
ago by the California Attorney General's 
Commission on the Enforcement of Child 
Abuse Laws. 

First, however, I want to recognize the 
tremendous work which both the new 
Chairwoman of this Subcommittee, Senator 
Hawkins and the Ranking Minority 
Member, Senator Dodd, have done in bring
ing national attention to the problems of 
sexual abuse of young children. The forum 
on this issue hP.ld last year by the Senate 
Children's Caucus, which both Senator 
Dodd and Senator Hawldns participate in, 
played an important role in focusing atten
tion upon a subject which has too often 
been hidden from public view. The legisla
tion which Senator DODD authored last 
year, enacted as part of the Continuing Res
olution, which established a federal chil
dren's trust fund matching grant program 
to help encourage states to develop pro
grams to prevent child abuse also promises 
to expand the resources available for these 
important activities. 

1978 LEGISLATIVE EFFORTS 

As the former chairman of the Child and 
Human Development Subcommittee of the 
Senate Labor and Human Resources Com
mittee-one of the predecessors of this sub
committee-I have had a long standing in
terest and concern about the problems re
lating to child abuse and neglect, including 
sexual abuse. 

In 1978, I co-authored with Senator Percy 
legislation which established the first feder
al program focused specifically on the prob
lem of sexual abuse of children. That meas
ure, which was enacted as part of Public 
Law 95-266, established a small grant pro
gram under the federal Child Abuse Preven
tion and Treatment Act to help establish 
programs to provide services and treatment 
to children who were the victims of sexual 
abuse and to help develop programs to pre
vent such abuse. Although the separate 
funding for that program was eliminated in 
the 1981 Budget Reconciliation legislation, I 
am pleased to say that we were able to re
store the separate funding authorization in 
last years Child Abuse Amendments, Public 
Law 98-457. 

What seemed in 1978 to be an important 
problem appears today to have represented 
merely the tip of an iceberg. The growing 
statistics on incidence of sexual abuse of 

children-regardless of whether they repre
sent merely better reporting procedures or 
an increase in the cases themselves-demon
strate beyond any doubt that more needs to 
be done by government entities at every 
level to deal effectively with the devastating 
abuse of our children. 

The 1978 law focused primarily on provid
ing treatment for the young victims of 
sexual abuse. 

The legislation proposed by Senator Haw
kins, the proposed "Children's Justice Act", 
moves a step further by addressing another 
very important element of the overall prob
lem relating to sexual abuse cases-the fur
ther victimization of the child victims 
through an abusive judicial process that 
fails to recognize the special nature of the 
crime involved and the additional trauma 
inflicted upon the children who are often 
the principal sources of evidence in the judi
cial proceedings brought against the perpe
trators of the sexual abuse. S. 140 would au
thorize the appropriation of funds for 
grants to be made to states which enact re
forms designed to improve legal and admin
istrative proceedings regarding the investi
gation and prosecution of sexual child abuse 
cases. 

This new focus is greatly needed. 
As I mentioned in my introductory re

marks, the California Attorney General's 
Commission on Enforcement of Child Abuse 
Laws has recently issued a report containing 
a series of findings and recommendations 
focused primarily on how the criminal jus
tice system could be made to work better to 
protect children who are the victims of 
sexual and physical abuse. 

Later this month, John Van de Kamp, the 
California Attorney General, and I will be 
announcing a joint effort at the state and 
federal level to bring about implementation 
of the recommendations of the Attorney 
General's Commission. Towards that end, I 
intend to introduce omnibus legislation late 
this month to carry out several of the rec
ommendations with respect to specific pro
visions of various federal laws which appear 
to conflict with state child abuse reporting 
requirements. 

Specifically, I will incorporate in that leg
islation recommendation 11.A.1. (page 1-14), 
to change federal drug abuse statutes to 
allow the reporting of child abuse as re
quired by state law, recommendation 11.C.1. 
(page 6-2) containing similar proposals with 
respect to federal welfare and social services 
statutes, and recommendation 11.C.1. (page 
6-2) to include child abuse statistics in the 
FBI Uniform Crime Reporting System. 

RECOMMENDATIONS RELATING TO PURPOSES OF 
s. 140 

In addition, many of the recommenda
tions contained in the California Attorney 
General's Commission's report are fully con
sistent with purposes of the legislation 
which Senator Hawkins has introduced, S. 
140. 

For example, the California Commission 
recommended that local law enforcement 
agencies in California established special
ized units or specially trained officers to 
handle all phases of investigation and pros
ecution of these cases-a concept which 
would fall within the purposes of S. 140. 

A number of recommendations in the 
report focus upon the need for legislation to 
modify courtroom procedures to accommo
date the special needs of child victims. 
These recommendations include: 

Placing reasonable limitations within con
stitutional limits on repetitive questions 
asked of child witnesses; 

Explicit judicial authority to control the 
method of questioning of child witnesses; 

Establishment of special rules for deter
mining the competency of child witnesses; 

Expanding the evidentiary rules relating 
to hearsay testimony to provide, with appro
priate safeguards, for the admissibility of 
out-of-court statements of young child 
abuse victims; and, 

Permitting the use of contemporaneous 
close-circuit televised testimony of very 
young witnesses in order to reduce the pres
sures and tensions experienced by these 
children in experiencing a typical court
room situation. 

I ask that a copy of the executive summa
ry of the California Commission's recom
mendations be included in the hearing 
record at the conclusion of my remarks. I 
am also submitting a copy of the full report 
for the Subcommittee's files. 

I believe that the Chairwoman has al
ready received a letter from Attorney Gen
eral Van de Kamp in support of S. 140. I 
would like to join in that support and would 
request that my name be added as a cospon
sor of this legislation. 

At this point, the recommendations in the 
California Commissions report remain 
simply recommendations. Enactment of S. 
140 would, I believe, provide a real incentive 
and stimulus to move them from the recom
mendation stage to the implementation 
stage. 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AMENDMENTS TO S. 140 

Finally, Madam Chairperson, I have sever
al suggested amendments to S. 140 that are 
appended to my prepared statement to ad
dress additional areas of concern highlight
ed in the California Commission's report. 

Repeatedly, the Commission stressed the 
need for development of appropriate proce
dures, training materials, and research into 
various aspects of the problems of child 
abuse. 

I believe that the federal government can 
and should play an expanded role, through 
the National Center on Child Abuse and Ne
glect, to assist the states in their efforts in 
this area. 

For example, the Commission recom
mended that the California Attorney Gen
eral research the techniques used in other 
jurisdictions, both domestic and foreign, 
and analyze the reasons for their effective
ness or lack thereof. That would seem to be 
a function that the federal government can 
perform, rather than leave it to each indi
vidual state to attempt to acquire and com
pile this type of information. 

Several other recommendations in the 
Commission's report call for long-term re
search into various areas affecting this 
problem. 

Again, research activities are well suited 
for federal involvement, coordination, and 
dissemination, rather than relying on indi
vidual state efforts and potential duplica
tion. 

The National Center for Child Abuse and 
Neglect was established to serve as clearing
house on information in this field and to 
help develop training materials and proce
dures to be used by individual states and lo
calities. One persistent problem that has 
plaqued the federal child abuse program 
since it was first established has been its 
ability to disseminate information and re
search findings on a timely basis to those in 
the field who need to know what approach
es and techniques are being tested out in 
other jurisdictions and which of those are 
working and which are not. 
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Over the years, the National Center has 

been buried in HHS bureaucracy, its fund
ing diverted on occasion to support general 
discretionary projects supported by the 
Office of Human Development Services, 
rather than projects focused specifically on 
the issues of child abuse and neglect. Con
gress was forced in last year's legislation re
authorizing appropriations for the federal 
child abuse program to include provisions 
prohibiting HHS from using any funds ap
propriated under the child abuse act for any 
purpose other than that for which such 
funds were specifically authorized. 

The National Center can and should play 
an active role in supporting the efforts of 
states develop innovative approaches to 
dealing with the treatment of child victims 
in the criminal justice systems proceedings. 
However, to get the Center to respond to 
this need in a timely fashion, I believe it will 
be necessary to provide an explicit legisla
tion mandate to the Center. 

Accordingly, the amendment I am propos
ing to S. 140 would direct the National 
Center to become an active partner in state 
efforts to develop programs consistent with 
the purposes of S. 140. This amendment 
would require the National Center to com
pile and disseminate within six months of 
the date of enactment information on the 
various approaches already developed or in 
the process of being developed, along with 
information on the effectiveness or lack 
thereof of various approaches, to develop 
and disseminate appropriate training mate
rials for professionals involved at all points 
in the criminal justice system, from law en
forcement personnel to judges themselves, 
and to support an on-going research effort 
in this area, focusing upon identifying 
promising approaches. This amendment 
would also require the National Center to 
evaluate the activities carried out by the 
States pursuant to the provisions of S. 140 
and to report to Congress on the effective
ness of these activities in achieving the bill's 
goals as well as on the steps that the Na
tional Center has taken to facilitate accom
plishment of the purposes of the bill. 

Finally, my amendment would modify S. 
140 to provide explicitly that the new funds 
could be distributed directly to state law en
forcement agencies, such as the state de
partments of justice, and would not be limit
ed to the state agencies, such as the social 
services agencies, which currently receive 
grants under section 4(a) of the Federal 
Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act. 
I believe that allowing these funds to go di
rectly to statewide law enforcement agen
ices would be of significant benefit in help
ing to elevate the level of interest and atten
tion paid to how the criminal justice system 
deals with child abuse cases. As long as child 
abuse is regarded primarily as a matter for 
the child welfare or social services agencies, 
rather than for law enforcement agencies as 
well, the changes that are contemplated 
under S. 140 are not likely to move forward 
with the speed they require. 

As I noted, attached to my testimony is an 
amendment to carry out the purposes I 
have outlined. I would welcome your input 
on this amendment, Madame Chairwoman 
and Sentor Dodd, and hope that our staffs 
can work together to develop this concept 
into a form that would be acceptable to the 
Subcommittee. 

CONCLUSION 

Madam Chairwoman and members of the 
Subcommittee, I very much appreciate this 
opportunity to share with you these recom
mendations and the findings from the Cali-

fornia Attorney General's Commission on 
the Enforcement of Child Abuse Laws. I am 
pleased to lend my support and suggestions 
to your efforts to bring about the important 
and necessary changes we are seeking in 
how the criminal justice system deals with 
protecting the interests of children who 
have been the victims of abuse. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 15 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
METZENBAUM] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 15, a bill to authorize the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services 
to make grants to States for the pur
pose of increasing the ability of States 
to provide drug abuse prevention, edu
cation, treatment, and rehabilitation, 
and for other purposes, to authorize 
the Attorney General to make grants 
to States for the purpose of increasing 
the level of State and local enforce
ment of State laws relating to produc
tion, illegal possession, and transfer of 
controlled substances. 

s. 49 

At the request of Mr. McCLURE, the 
names of the Senator from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. SPECTER], the Senator from 
Florida [Mrs. HAWKINS], the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. FORD], and the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 49, a 
bill to protect firearm owners' consti
tutional rights, civil liberties, and 
rights to privacy. 

s. 231 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. LEAHY] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 231, a bill to establish a National 
Commission on Neurofibromatosis. 

s. 274 

At the request of Mr. DENTON, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. LUGAR] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 274, a bill to provide for the na
tional security by allowing access to 
certain Federal criminal history 
records. 

s. 359 

At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, 
the name of the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. MATSUNAGA] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 359, a bill to provide for 
medical demonstrations in health pro
motion and disease prevention. 

s. 415 

At the request of Mr. WEICKER, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PELL] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 415, a bill to amend the 
Education of the Handicapped Act to 
authorize the award of reasonable at
torneys' fees to certain prevailing par
ties, and to clarify the effect of the 
Education of the Handicapped Act on 
rights, procedures, and remedies under 
other laws relating to the prohibition 
of discrimination. 

s. 426 

At the request of Mr. WALLOP, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. NICKLES] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 426, a bill to amend the Fed
eral Power Act to provide for more 
protection to electric consumers. 

s. 429 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. SPECTER] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 429, a bill to extend the 
statute of limitations for fraud under 
the customs laws and to clarify the 
extent of Government access to grand 
jury proceedings. 

s. 739 

At the request of Mr. DIXON, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GORE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 739, a bill to establish a National 
Endowment for the Homeless. 

s. 788 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. MOYNIHAN] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 788, a bill entitled the 
"Senior Citizens Independent Commu
nity Care Act." 

s. 810 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. MOYNIHAN] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 810, a bill to amend title 
XX of the Social Security Act to assist 
States in improving the equality of 
child-care services. 

s. 855 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
names of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. SASSER], and the Senator from 
Florida [Mrs. HAWKINS] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 855, a bill for the 
relief of rural mail carriers. 

s. 882 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. DURENBERGER], was added as a co
sponsor of S. 882, a bill to amend the 
Peace Corps Act to establish a Peace 
Corps National Advisory Council, to 
establish a policy of providing oppor
tunities for a volunteer corps of at 
least 10,000, and to provide for non
partisan appointments. 

s. 974 

At the request of Mr. WEICKER, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PELL], was added as a co
sponsor of S. 97 4, a bill to provide for 
protection and advocacy for mentally 
ill persons. 

s. 979 

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
979, a bill to extend the expiration 
date of titles I and II of the Energy 
Policy and Conservation Act, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1017 

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
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GARN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1017, a bill to provide for the transfer 
of the Metropolitan Washington Air
ports to an independent airport au
thority. 

s. 1084 

At the request of Mr. GOLDWATER, 
the names of the Senator from Oregon 
CMr. HATFIELD] and the Senator from 
North Dakota CMr. ANDREWS] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1084, a bill 
to authorize appropriations of funds 
for activities of the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 1209 

At the request of Mr. CHILES, the 
names of the Senator from North 
Dakota CMr. ANDREWS] and the Sena
tor from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1209, a 
bill to establish the National Commis
sion to Prevent Infant Mortality. 

s. 1218 

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the 
name of the Senator from Texas CMr. 
BENTSEN] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1218, a bill to amend the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 to provide for the 
revocation of certain certificates for 
air transportation, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 1277 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
CMr. MELCHER] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1277, a bill to amend title 
XIX of the Social Security Act to pro
vide that States may provide home or 
community-based services under the 
Medicaid Program without the neces
sity of obtaining a waiver. 

s. 1298 

At the request of Mr. ANDREWS, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
CMr. BAucus] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1298, a bill to coordinate and 
expand services for the prevention, 
identification, and treatment of alco
hol and drug abuse among Indian 
youth, and for other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 21 

At the request of Mr. GRAssLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
CMr. NICKLES] was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 21, a 
joint resolution proposing an amend
ment to the Constitution of the 
United States with respect to the right 
to life. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 73 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp
shire CMr. HUMPHREY] was added as a 
cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
73, a joint resolution to designate the 
week of September 15, 1985, through 
September 21, 1985, as "National Inde
pendent Free Papers Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 122 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY the 
name of the Senator from Maine CMr. 
COHEN] was added as a cosponsor of 
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Senate Joint Resolution 122, a joint 
resolution to authorize the President 
to proclaim the last Friday of April 
each year as "National Arbor Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 132 

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the 
names of the Senator from California 
CMr. CRANSTON], and the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. DURENBERGER] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 132, a joint resolution des
ignating October 1985, as "National 
Head Injury Awareness Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 148 

At the request of Mr. BYRD, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
CMr. LEAHY] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 148, a joint 
resolution to establish a national com
mission on espionage and security. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 46 

At the request of Mr. ANDREWS, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
CMr. BUMPERS], and the Senator from 
Georgia CMr. MATTINGLY] were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 46, a concurrent resolution 
to express the sense of the Congress 
regarding Americans missing in South
east Asia. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 174 

At the request of Mr. GORE, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
CMr. BUMPERS], and the Senator from 
Massachusetts CMr. KERRY] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu
tion 174, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate with respect to the 
proposed closing and downgrading of 
certain offices of the Social Security 
Administration. 

AMENDMENT NO. 348 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
Amendment No. 348 proposed to S. 
979, a bill to extend the expiration 
date of titles I and II of the Energy 
Policy and Conservation Act, and for 
other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
names of the Senator from Connecti
cut CMr. DODD], and the Senator from 
New Mexico CMr. BINGAMAN] were 
added as cosponsors of amendment 
No. 348 proposed to S. 979, supra. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 181-AU
THORIZING THE PRINTING OF 
A REPORT AS A SENATE DOCU
MENT 
Mr. STAFFORD submitted the fol

lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration: 

S. RES. 181 
Resolved, That the annual report of the 

Secretary of Transportation to the Congress 
of the United States in compliance with sec
tion 144<D of title 23, United States Code 
entitled, "Highway Bridge Replacement and 
Rehabilitation Program, Sixth Annual 
Report to Congress" be printed as a Senate 
document. 

SEC. 2. There shall be printed three hun
dred additional copies for the use of the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 182-EX
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE WITH REGARD TO 
AIRPORT AND AIRLINE SECU
RITY OUTSIDE THE U.S. 
Mr. ABDNOR submitted the follow

ing resolution; which was referred to 
the Committee on Governmental Af
fairs: 

S. RES. 182 
Whereas, the current hijacking of Trans 

World Airlines, Flight 847 has tragically il· 
lustrated the glaring inadequacies of airline 
and airport screening procedures at interna
tional airports served by American carriers; 

Whereas, the federal government has a re
sponsibility to protect Americans traveling 
in foreign countries on American flag carri
ers; 

Whereas, foreign terrorists are purposely 
attacking American air carriers and Ameri· 
cans traveling aboard these aircraft to gain 
publicity for their political goals; 

Whereas, these attacks on American air 
carriers and Americans traveling on these 
carriers have resulted in tragic loss of life, 
injury, and the denial of the right of Ameri
cans to safe passage between nations; 

Whereas, the lack of adequate security 
measures at many international airports ex
acerbates the potential for terrorist actions 
against commercial aircraft: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate, that-
< 1) The U.S. Departments of State, Jus

tice, Transportation, Commerce, and De
fense create a task force to review security 
procedures at international airports to iden
tify areas that need be improved to better 
insure the safety of Americans traveling 
abroad on American flag carriers; 

<2> that this special task force, after con
sulting with the airline industry and other 
concerned parties, forward its recommenda
tions to the U.S. Senate and the appropriate 
federal agencies for possible action; 

<3> that this special task force seriously 
consider the need for a federal sky marshall 
program aboard international flights involv
ing American carriers and passengers; 

(4) that this special task force consider 
the current regulations affecting carry-on 
luggage, search of all personal belongings, 
and bodily searches; 

(5) that any proposed legislative remedies 
be submitted to the appropriate Congres
sional committees for appropriate action; 

(6) That, based upon the findings of the 
task force, the federal government should 
be prepared to exercise diplomatic initia
tives to encourage foreign governments to 
strengthen security procedures at interna
tional airports, and that any new interna
tional air agreement meet this security cri
teria before being approved by the U.S. gov
ernment. 

Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. President, I know 
that all Americans share a sense of 
outrage and frustration with the hi
jacking of Trans World Airlines flight 
847 and the tragic events which have 
been associated with it. 

I returned home to South Dakota 
this past weekend and had the oppor-
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tunity to visit with many of my con
stituents about the events surrounding 
the taking of this aircraft. South Da
kotans share the sense of outrage 
which all Americans feel at this latest 
act of terrorism and the death of one 
American at the hands of these inter
national outlaws. They pray that the 
remaining hostages are returned 
safely home to America and their 
awaiting families and friends. 

In addition, South Dakotans believe 
that the time has come for the United 
States to take strong action against 
those who would perpetrate these acts 
of violence and murder. My goal today 
is not to second-guess the actions cur
rently underway to free the remaining 
passengers held in hostile hands, but 
to introduce a sense-of-the-Senate res
olution which would place the U.S. 
Senate on record requesting that a 
strong Federal program be put in 
place to ensure the safety of Ameri
cans tra\-eling in foreign nations 
aboard American air carriers. 

There is no doubt that security 
measures at both domestic and inter
national airports around the world are 
inadequate to meet the challenges 
which face international aviation on a 
daily basis. It is time that we take 
action to strengthen the security 
measures used for American carriers 
in foreign airports. We have done little 
in the way of promoting or developing 
aviation counterterrorism technology. 
Unfortunately, we have placed passen
ger convenience ahead of passenger 
safety. Major changes are necessary, 
and I believe that the traveling public 
will support such measures given the 
tragic events which fill our television 
screens on a daily basis. 

This sense of the Senate resolution 
does not address the current hostage 
situation in Beirut. It rather, address
es certain actions which can be taken 
by our Nation to assure that this type 
of incident is avoided in the future. 
My resolution is fairly simple. It calls 
upon the appropriate Federal agencies 
to assemble a task force to review all 
current aviation programs with the 
goal of improving and tightening secu
rity at international airports served by 
American air carriers. 

It also calls on this task force to 
work with the airlines and the aviation 
community to devise programs which 
will enhance international air safety. 
In addition, it recommends that strong 
action be taken in negotiating new air 
agreements with foreign nations to 
assure that all possible safeguards are 
taken by these countries to assure pas
senger safety before we agree to any 
such agreement. We have the ability 
to strengthen international air safety, 
and we must take action to do so. 

Mr. President, terrorism is a world
wide problem and can only be combat
ed on a worldwide basis. As long as one 
individual's right to free passage is 
threatened, no one is safe. We cannot 

allow the world aviation community to 
be held hostage to the irresponsible 
actions of a few madmen bent on 
murder, mayhem or suicide. We can 
reduce the chances of similar tragedies 
in the future by strengthening airport 
safety, and I call upon the administra
tion and Congress to work with the 
aviation community in quickly ad
dressing these concerns and imple
menting new policies to safeguard 
Americans traveling abroad. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND AT
MOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION 
ATMOSPHERIC AND SATELLITE 
PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION 
ACT, 1985 

GORTON AMENDMENT NO. 352 
Mr. GORTON proposed an amend

ment to the bill <S. 1103) to authorize 
certain atmospheric and satellite pro
grams and functions of the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra
tion, and for other purposes; as fol
lows: 

On page 7, strike all from line 22 through 
line 18 on page 8, and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

AWARDING OF CONTRACTS 

SEC. 402. The National Oceanic and At
mospheric Administration may not award 
any contract for the performance of any 
"commercial activity", as defined by para
graph 6.a. of Office of Management and 
Budget Circular Memorandum A-76, which 
is performed by National Oceanic and At
mospheric Administration employees until 
at least 30 calendar days after the Adminis
trator of the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration has presented, in 
writing, to the President of the Senate, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate, and the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
and the Committee on Science and Technol
ogy of the House of Representatives, a full 
and complete description of such proposed 
contract, together with supporting docu
mentation. Such documentation shall in
clude-

<1 > a comparison of the cost of such activi
ty as performed by employees of the Na
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra
tion and the cost of such activity as per
formed under the proposed contract; 

<2> a comparison of the services performed 
by employees of the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration and the serv
ices to be performed under the proposed 
contract; and 

(3) an assessment of the benefits to the 
Federal Government of proceeding with the 
proposed contract. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

RELATIONS 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi
dent, I wish to announce that the 
Senate Subcommittee on Intergovern-

mental Relations will hold a hearing 
on the deductibility of State and local 
taxes, on Wednesday, June 26, at 1 
p.m. in room 342 of the Dirksen 
Senate Office Building. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT 

MANAGEMENT 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I wish 
to announce that the Senate Over
sight of Government Management 
Subcommittee will hold hearings on 
the Department of Labor's Enforce
ment of the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act [ERISAJ on 
Tuesday and Wednesday, June 25 and 
26 at 9:30 a.m., in room 342 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES 
TO MEET 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, June 18, in closed 
executive session, for a briefing on in
telligence matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT 

MANAGEMENT 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Oversight of Govenment 
Management, of the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Tuesday, June 18, 1985, in order to 
conduct a hearing on S. 1134, the Pro
gram Fraud, Civil Penalties Act of 
1985. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Tuesday, June 18, 1985. in order to 
continue hearing on the nomination of 
William Bradford Reynolds to be Asso
ciate Attorney general for the Depart
ment of Justice. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Environment and Public Works 
be authorized to meet during the ses
sion of the Senate on Tuesday, June 
18, 1985, in order to conduct a hearing 
on the nomination of Thomas Morgan 
Roberts to be a member of the Nucle
ar Regulatory Commission. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection it is so ordered. 
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ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

FOREIGN POLICY BY 
AMENDMENTS 

e Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
one of the benefits of a responsible 
press is incisive reporting and interpre
tation of events whose historical rel
evance may otherwise be dimmed from 
public awareness. One such contribu
tion to public knowledge is the Wall 
Street Journal editorial of June 7 cor
rectly labeling the attempt by Con
gress to conduct foreign policy by leg
islative amendment as harmful politi
cal interference. 

Commenting on "The Week That 
Was," the period of June 3 through 7, 
the Wall Street Journal had this to 
say: 

Congress has had a busy week directing 
U.S. foreign policy. It's too bad that its vari
ous votes have had so little to do with the 
Nation's real interests and so much to do 
with political opportunism. But that's often 
the case, which is why the Founding Fa
thers sought to make foreign policy mainly 
an Executive responsibility. 

During the week, the House passed 
economic sanctions against South 
Africa opposed by prominent South 
African Blacks, and the Senate acted 
on both the Department of Defense 
authorization bill and foreign relations 
authorizations, each of which were the 
occasion for offering dozens of amend
ments intervening with the direction 
of foreign policy. In the 9 legislative 
days alone it took the Senate to 
debate the DOD bill, this body consid
ered 117 different amendments, 81 of 
which were actually adopted. 

Yet, throughout these many hours 
of debate, from May 17 through June 
3, I cannot remember a single vote or 
amendment directed against a specific 
weapon, such as the B-1 bomber, the 
M-1 tank, or what I call the "Bradley 
Battle Wagon," an armored personnel 
carrier. It is true a number of votes 
were cast in different ways involving 
the SDI-the Strategic Defense Initia
tive-but they were not cast in the 
form of votes for or against a specific 
weapon system. Rather, the issue was 
argued from a fundamental misunder
standing of the concept and character
istics of the system, which should be 
looked upon as an antiweapon. Nor did 
the proponents of these amendments 
realize that what they were seeking 
would terminate important defense 
programs designed to perform mis
sions that will be necessary even if we 
do not decide to deploy the SDI. 

Mr. President, war cannot be ended 
by amendments. Foreign policy cannot 
be conducted by amendments. I should 
like to think that I will live to see the 
day when the moral forces of the 
world might prevail and the world can 
understand the stupidity of war. His
tory instructs us, however, that until 
that day arrives, the surest means of 

security is to maintain a proper de
fense for our country. A credible de
fense requires the coherent and uni
form direction of the national forces, 
something which is not likely to be 
found in the shifting opinions and 
moods of a legislative chamber consist
ing mainly of military amateurs and 
persons who have never given up the 
idea that they have to be reelected. 

Mr. President, the Constitution pro
vides Congress with power to raise and 
support the Armed Forces. But the di
rection of the defense forces once es
tablished and the daily control of for
eign affairs rest with the President. 
The Founding Fathers understood 
that Congress lacked the information 
and capacity for fast decisionmaking 
essential to protect the Nation in time 
of crisis. During its formative years, 
the United States was concerned with 
securing its borders against the for
eign powers whose territories encircled 
the Union and with developing its 
great potential for growth and eco
nomic progress. Today the United 
States stretches across a continent and 
beyond and stands as the largest, most 
powerful source of freedom and liber
ty in the world. 

With this new status has come the 
unavoidable realization in a world of 
interrelated economies, instant com
munications, and modern technology 
that in order to protect its own citi
zens and liberties, the United States 
must carry a major role in preventing 
aggression by our adversaries. Acting 
for the Nation, the President has a 
duty to recognize and resist challenges 
to our country and people in the early 
stages of any threatening danger. If 
he waits or is incapacitated from 
action until the challenge becomes 
clear beyond any controversy, the cost 
of resistance may become prohibitive 
leaving no recourse but submission to 
aggression or all-out war. 

The point I am making about the 
meddling amendments which have 
become almost a weekly exercise in 
Congress, and the point I will continue 
to make about them and the war 
powers resolution in the weeks ahead, 
is that there is grave danger in any 
legislative restriction which removes 
flexibility from the President to deal 
with unforeseen events. For example, 
the shameful failure of Congress to 
grant even humanitarian legislation 
permitting the evacuation of American 
citizens from Saigon in 1975 is proof 
enough that Congress cannot be 
counted on to deal properly with 
future defense needs as they arise. 
Unlike the President, an assembly of 
535 politically motivated Secretaries of 
State does not rush to decision. 

Mr. President, anyone who reviews 
our history will know that Presidents 
have always exercised independent di
rection of foreign policy and the mili
tary forces when they believed the 
protection of American citizens or the 

vital interests of the United States re
quired it. In fact, I have confirmed 
that Presidents have used the troops 
in hostilities more than 200 times 
without any congressional declarations 
of war. 

The first President, George Wash
ington, assumed he possessed the 
power to make defensive war when he 
told his Secretary of State, Thomas 
Jefferson, to threaten Spain with mili
tary action if she would not open her 
possessions on the Mississippi River to 
the trade of American citizens. 

When he became President, Jeffer
son sent a squadron of armed ships 
into the Mediterranean without 
having any congressional authority 
and gave them orders to sink, burn, 
and destroy any vessels of the Barbary 
pirates which may threaten American 
commerce. It was fully half a year 
after he issued these military direc
tives and 4 months after our Navy was 
embroiled in a naval blockade and 
battle that Jefferson got around to in
forming Congress and seeking its rati
fication of his actions. 

On September 20, 1810, when he was 
in retirement, Jefferson enunciated 
the principle which had guided his 
policies and should guide all loyal offi
cers of the Nation. "A strict observ
ance of the written laws is doubtless 
one of the high duties of a good citi
zen," he declared, "but it is not the 
highest. The laws of necessity, of self
preservation, of saving our country 
when in danger are of higher obliga
tion." 

Thomas Jefferson's concise and sen
sible statement discloses why the 
framers conferred upon the President 
independent authority to act when the 
safety of the Nation and its people de
manded it. The survival of our experi
ment in freedom with representative 
government may well depend upon the 
awakening by Congress to this basic 
principle which lies at the center of a 
constitution the framers meant to 
endure. 

Mr. President, I ask that the editori
al from the Wall Street Journal to 
which I referred may appear at this 
point in the RECORD. 

The editorial follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, June 7. 

1985] 
EASY VOTES 

Congress has had a busy week directing 
U.S. foreign policy. It's too bad that its vari
ous votes have had so little to do with the 
nation's real interests and so much to do 
with political opportunism. But that's often 
the case, which is why the Founding Fa
thers sought to make foreign policy mainly 
an executive responsibility. 

Congressional foreign policy makers fo
cused on Jordan, SALT and South Africa. In 
each case, the issues are complex and sensi
tive, but were treated mainly with profound 
thoughts about where the most votes lie. 

The Senate, for example, tacked on to the 
defense authorization bill a rider instructing 
the president to continue abiding by SALT 

., 
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II but to respond in kind to any Soviet viola
tions. This lets the voters know the Senate 
is pure in heart. But Mr. Reagan still will 
have to make up his own mind about how 
much he wants to jeopardize U.S. security 
by breaking up submarines while the Sovi
ets are expanding their nuclear arsenal. 

In a similarly unhelpful vein, a non-bind
ing resolution backed by 70 senators put the 
Senate on record opposing new arms for 
Jordan unless that country enters direct 
peace talks with Israel. Very few senators 
have been defeated at the polls for support
ing Israel, and the Israelis understandably 
do not favor weapons sales to Arab coun
tries under any conditions. But King Hus
sein gets very nervous when Americans try 
to put his feet to the fire, and the interests 
of Mideast peace might have been better 
served if the senators had listened to Secre
tary of State George Shultz, who asked 
them to stay out of the delicate negotiations 
with the king. 

The most serious foreign-policy interven
tion, however, came about in the House, 
which voted 295-127 Wednesday to apply 
economic sanctions to South Africa. This 
measure was a victory for the Free South 
Africa Movement, led by Randall Robinson, 
director of a Washington-based group called 
TransAfrica. His campaign targets apart
heid, and since there are practically no 
apartheid fans in the U.S. it has had no 
trouble collecting adherents. Any number of 
prominent Americans have been willing to 
join in public demonstrations in front of 
South African diplomatic missions or the 
headquarters of companies doing business 
in South Africa. It has been a mark of 
honor to be arrested in this good cause. 
Even Amy Carter succeeded in that. 

But as popular as this movement has 
been, you don't have to probe very deeply to 
see that it has very little to do with the in
terests of black South Africans. Mr. Robin
son is a man of the American left. TransAf
rica has served as a U.S. forum for, among 
others, Sam Nujoma, Marxist leader of the 
South-West Africa People's Organization 
CSWAPO), and Michael Manley, who until 
he was ousted by the voters in 1980, was 
pulling Jamaica into the Cuban orbit. Mr. 
Robinson has been saying, in effect, that 
anyone who supports Ronald Reagan's mod
eration in prodding South Africa's leaders 
toward social and political change is a friend 
of apartheid. Even Republicans cringe 
before such a charge and 56 of them voted 
for sanctions in the House. 

But the simple truth is that economic 
sanctions are the worst possible form of 
pressure the U.S. can apply. American com
panies have for years been a significant 
force in eradicating on-the-job racial distinc
tions, such as separate washrooms and 
eating areas. Economic development fed by 
investment from the U.S. and other foreign 
sources has forced modification of racial 
barriers, simply because expansion is de
pendent upon assimilating blacks, coloreds 
and Asians into higher skills, requiring 
higher levels of training and education and 
paying higher salaries. Bars against interra
cial marriage and the purchase of homes in 
what were once regarded as " temporary" 
black townships have been among the most 
recent barriers to fall. 

Mangosuthu G. Buthelezi, chief of the six 
million-member Zulu tribe, visited the U.S. 
in February and let it be known that he op
poses sanctions on the simple grounds that 
they would harm South African blacks. Mr. 
Robinson called him an "apologist" for the 
South African government, to which Mr. 

Buthelezi replied that this was not only an 
insult to him but to the people who elected 
him their chief. It doesn't take much imagi
nation for a South African black leader to 
know that if the country becomes more rad
icalized the black majority will experience 
most of the suffering. 

But the U.S. Congress is well on the way 
toward forcing the very policy that a promi
nent South African black warns against, all 
in the name of helping South African 
blacks. Here again, Mr. Reagan is to be 
awarded the honor of choosing between 
good policy and political popularity. It is 
the kind of choice his political opponents 
enjoy putting before him and his political 
friends are often too spineless to resist.e 

WORLDWIDE 
COUNTER 
JERSEY 

MARRIAGE 
MEETS IN 

EN
NEW 

e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
on the weekend of June 28-30, 1985, 
more than 1,500 couples from Maine 
to Delaware will be gathering for the 
1985 convention of Worldwide Mar
riage Encounter at William Paterson 
College in Wayne, NJ. The couples 
will be hearing presentations on the 
positive aspects of the married rela
tionship. The Worldwide Marriage En
counter organization is affiliated with 
the Family Life Ministries Program of 
the Archdiocese of Newark, NJ, under 
the direction of Father Robert Har
rington. 

Worldwide Marriage Encounter is an 
organization which believes that the 
quality and depth of love shared by a 
wife and husband is an essential deter
minant of the quality and depth of 
family life. Through their weekend en
counter experience, couples have an 
opportunity to focus on strengthening 
their relationship and love for one an
other. 

The Worldwide Marriage Encounter 
movement was founded by a young 
Spanish diocesan laborer priest, 
Father Gabriel Calvo, in Barcelona, 
Spain, in 1952. The movement reached 
the United States in 1967. Although 
the Worldwide Marriage Encounter 
experience was developed for Catho
lics, it welcomes participants of many 
different faiths. The weekend experi
ence is currently offered in Latin 
America, Europe, Africa, Australia, 
and Asia in addition to the United 
States and Canada. Participants come 
from 59 countries and all 50 States. 

The first convention of Worldwide 
Marriage Encounter was held in Long 
Island, NY, in 1972. The 1985 conven
tion in New Jersey will be presided 
over by The Most Reverend Frank J. 
Rodimer, bishop of Paterson, NJ. This 
year's ecumenical convention reflects 
its international flavor, as there will 
be presentations in English, Spanish, 
and Korean. The proceedings will be 
signed for the deaf. They will also in
clude the participation of Korean cou
ples from both the Northeastern corri
dor and from the Republic of Korea 
itself.e 

TENNESSEE COAL RESEARCH 
AND ENERGY CONSERVATION 

• Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I would 
like to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues in the Senate an article in 
the June 3 issue of Business Week. It 
features one phase of clean coal tech
nology that is being developed at the 
University of Tennessee's Space Insti
tute at Tullahoma, TN. 

About 10 years ago, in the midst of 
the oil crisis, considerable research 
funds were allocated to the develop
ment of magnetohydrodynamics, gen
erally known as MHD, in the hopes 
that 50 percent more energy could be 
squeezed out of coal than is possible 
with conventional methods. 

In recent years, scientists developing 
MHD in the experimental plant at the 
University of Tennessee's Space Insti
tute struggled to keep the project 
alive. Now, worries about acid rain are 
bringing MHD back into the limelight. 

Dr. Susan Wu, administrator of the 
program, is quoted as saying, "I think 
the energy department is now on our 
side," and the article goes to indicate 
that the private sector is increasingly 
interested in this technology, which is 
based on a principle discovered more 
than 150 years ago. 

Mr. President, I ask that the full 
text of the Business Week article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
CFrom Business Week, June 3, 19851 

REVIVING A TECHNOLOGY TO CLEAN UP AFTER 
COAL 

Coal is dirty, gritty stuff. When it burns, 
it spews out a witch's brew of pollutants
everything from soot to the sulfur oxides 
that are blamed for acid rain. This problem 
is especially serious for huge coal-fired 
power plants, which can burn up to 9,000 
tons of coal a day. Even with costly scrub
bers and devices to capture particulates, a 
lot of sulfur dioxide still gets through. 

But an experimental power plant in Tulla
homa, Tenn., bypasses this costly process. 
Although it burns coal, the plant emits 
from its slender stack only a pure white 
plume that is nearly all steam. Its secret? 
An almost-abandoned energy technology 
known as magneto-hydrodynamics CMHD) 

Skipping steps. A decade ago, when re
search funds were plentiful and U.S. de
pendence on imported oil was worrisome, 
the Energy Dept. was pouring money into 
MHD. It hoped the technology could 
squeeze 50% more energy out of coal than 
conventional boilers. But when the energy 
crisis gave way to an oil glut, interest 
waned. Scientists developing MHD in the 
experimental plant at the University of 
Tennessee's Space Institute struggled for 
years just to keep the project alive. 

Now, worries about acid rain are dragging 
MHD back into the limelight. The huge 
coal-fired power plants in the Midwest 
produce much of the pollution that is dam
aging lakes and forest in the Northeast and 
Canada. The Energy Dept. is asking Con
gress for $30 million to determine if MHD 
might be one way to solve that problem. 
And several companies-including such 
giants as General Dynamics Corp. and 
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Westinghouse Electric Corp.-hope to build 
the first commercial MHD facility. 

The process works on a principle discov
ered more than 150 years ago by British sci
entist Michael Faraday: Passing a charged 
fluid through a magnetic field generates 
electricity. This skips the step of using heat 
to turn a mechanical generator, so an MHD 
power plant can achieve an efficiency of 
about 45% vs. about 35% for a conventional 
plant. The technology becomes even more 
efficient if the waste heat is captured and 
used to run conventional turbine. 

Researchers at Tullahoma are convinced 
that their small, 1 Mw demonstration plant 
has already proved the commercial feasibili
ty of MHD. To start the process, technicians 
pulverize coal into a coarse powder and seed 
it with particles of potassium to increase its 
electrical conductivity. Next, as they watch 
from behind a bank of video monitors, the 
powder is mixed with oxygen and burned 
under high pressure until it reaches about 
5,000F. The resulting plasma is then 
rammed at supersonic speeds through a 
powerful magnetic field to produce almost 
pollution-free electricity. 

Where do all the pollutants go? Tests at 
Tullahoma and Argonne National Laborato
ry in Batavia, Ill., found that the potassium 
particles combine with the sulfur in the 
coal. This means that smoke from an MHD 
generator contains practically no sulfur di
oxide. And particulate pollutants can easily 
be removed with such standard pollution
control devices as electrostatic precipitators. 

On our side. The Energy Dept.'s new in
terest in the technique represents quite a 
turnaround. During the previous four years, 
it completely cut MHD from its budget re
quests. But each time, Congress put back 
enough money to keep the project crawling 
along. Then after a series of meetings with 
energy experts last spring, the agency asked 
for extra money to fund MHD in fiscal 1986. 
Officials are now drawing up a five-year 
schedule to coordinate development efforts. 
"I think the Energy Dept. is now on our 
side," says Y. C. L. Susan Wu, administrator 
of the Tennessee program. 

The private sector certainly is. Several 
corporations that serve the utility industry 
recently formed MHD Development Corp., a 
for-profit consortium that plans to convert 
an existing oil-fired power plant to coal
fired MHD. The group, which is considering 
several plants, says it is now willing to pay 
'up to half the conversion's estimated $412 
million cost. And if there is no government 
money, "we will look for sources of private 
funding," insists John C. Orth, president of 
the Montana Energy Research & Develop
ment Institute, who helped form the corpo
ration. 

The consortium has raised the spirits of 
the researchers at Tullahoma who have 
doggedly pursued MHD for the past decade. 
"I'm optimistic," says Norman R. Johanson, 
manager of the test site. "If we can sell this 
five-year plan to Congress, I think MHD can 
be a commercial thing before the year 
2000.'' At the same time, backers of MHD 
will have shown that all their technology 
needed was the right problem to solve.e 

FIRST AMENDMENT CENTER 
e Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, the 
Society of Professional Journalists re
cently established a landmark First 
Amendment Center in Washington. 
The organization will work toward two 
vital goals: freedom of the press and 

the responsibility of the press. The 
Media Institute, a nonprofit organiza
tion encouraging more comprehensive 
and balanced media coverage, pub
lished an article in its May 1985 news
letter concerning the establishment of 
the First Amendment Center and 
what it hopes to accomplish. The arti
cle was written by Grant Dillman, di
rector of the new center and the 
former Washington Bureau Chief of 
United Press International. 

As a longtime supporter of a free 
and responsible press. I ask that this 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
CFrom the Media Institute Forum, May 

1985] 
FIRST AMENDMENT: STANDING UP TO ABUSES, 

APATHY-JOURNALISTS MUST TAKE ACTION 
To WIN PuBLIC TRUST 

<By Grant Dillman> 
The cover of the January-February issue 

of the Columbia Journalism Review an
nounces in red letters, "Trashing the 
FOIA." Inside, an article by Steve Weinberg 
reports that 18 years after its passage, the 
Freedom of Information Act is not working 
the way it was intended, and is in danger of 
being seriously eroded under the Reagan 
Administration. 

Peter Prichard, chairman of the Freedom 
of Information Committee of the Society of 
Professional Journalists/Sigma Delta Chi, 
writes in the March Quill, the Society's pub
lication, that journalists must defend the 
First Amendment "with every fiber of our 
beings." 

But Prichard, associate editorial director 
of USA Today, quickly adds that "we err if 
we apply that same energy to defending 
sloppy journalism, inaccurate stories, or 
unfair or unbalanced reporting.'' 

Weinberg and Prichard touch on two 
facets of the sharpest debate to rock Ameri
can journalism in decades. In courtrooms, 
legislative committees, executive suites, pro
fessional conferences, public forums, and 
newsrooms, the media and their critics are 
arguing the proper role of the press in the 
nation's life and conscience. 

Critics accuse the media of excesses that 
violate individual privacy, promote liberal 
ideologies, and threaten national security. 
Reporters and editors counter that their 
critics, for seKish reasons, are trying to cut 
off information needed by Americans to 
reach informed decisions. 

Now, the Society of Professional Journal
ists/Sigma Delta Chi has set up a Washing
ton First Amendment Center that will try to 
rally support for an unfettered press, im
prove media performance, and help news
makers, Journalists, and the public better 
understand each other. 

The Center is financed by a $250,000 grant 
from Central Newspapers, Inc., the Indian
apolis-based newspaper group owned by the 
Pulliam family. It will operate at first on a 
part-time basis, expanding its activities as 
the fund and its investment revenues in
crease. The goal is a full-time director and 
support staff as soon as possible. 

Initial emphasis will be on monitoring 
FOi developments in Washington and 
across the country, helping shape Society 
positions on FOi issues, developing a regu
lar FOi digest for editors, working with 
other FOi groups, and initiating op-ed 
pieces for newspapers and broadcast outlets. 

Forty-five years in the news business, 
fielding complaints from readers and editors 

alike, have convinced me that the current 
widespread distrust of the media stems 
largely from the fact that the public does 
not understand how the media operate. 

Reporters and editors must drive home 
the idea that a given story represents the 
best a reporter has been able to find out at 
that point about a given situation from 
sources he considers responsible-and that 
new facts may emerge later to alter the pic
ture. 

If readers, listeners, and viewers ap
proached news with that in mind, they 
might be less tempted to blame the report
er-and the newspaper-for bad news in
stead of the people or events actually re
sponsible. It might be easier for them to un
derstand that newsgathering is a very 
human pursuit marred occasionally by 
human error. 

Editors, liberal and conservative alike, 
seem to agree that reporters generally can 
and do subordinate their own feelings in 
handling stories. It is not so clear readers 
agree. 

Newspapers and broadcast outlets are 
working hard on the credibility problem. 
They are running corrections, initiating 
radio and television speak-out programs, 
and allocating more space for letters to the 
editor and op-ed pieces reflecting rival views 
on critical issues. 

They also appear to have got a message 
from the Sharon and Westmoreland cases
and a spate of other libel suits-that the 
courts and the public are more determined 
than ever to hold them strictly accountable 
for what they write and broadcast. 

None of this means an end to aggressive 
reporting. It does mean emphasizing accura
cy, balance, and fairness, always the goals of 
responsible journalists. It also means media 
groups must intensify efforts to educate 
Americans about their stake in an open soci
ety. 

If anyone doubts the magnitude of the 
challenge, consider just a few among the 
dozens and dozens of flashpoints involving 
newsmakers, reporters, and public attitudes. 

At the White House, reporters complain 
bitterly about slickly packaged news and 
lack of opportunity to ask the president 
meaningful questions. Some citizens-and 
some editors of those same White House re
porters-call the reporters rude and contend 
they ask inane questions. 

The list goes on. The Pentagon comes 
under fire for excluding reporters from the 
Grenada invasion and finally works out a 
"pool" arrangement for any such future op
erations. When the Pentagon tests the 
system by sending a group of reporters to 
Honduras to observe military maneuvers, 
word leaks out and the Pentagon is forced 
to go public, raising a possibility the plan 
may be junked. 

The libel mania has gone so far that a 
local official sued the author of a critical 
letter to the editor, and the newspaper, 
prompting Bill Moyers to comment on CBS 
that a verdict in the official's favor would 
amount to a gag on a citizen's right to criti
cize his government. 

In his article in the Columbia Journalism 
Review, Steve Weinberg recited a series of 
"horror stories" on how agencies have cir
cumvented the FOi law by claiming materi
al sought by reporters would injure national 
security, by levying excessive processing 
fees, or by simply stonewalling. 

Worse, he said, bills now pending in Con
gress would increase exemptions from the 
law and give bureaucrats increased discre
tion to withhold information. 
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"Journalists may be uncomfortable as lob

byists," he said, "but having the tools to do 
the job should be considered a legitimate 
and nonpartisan issue on which to speak 
out." 

Journalists also should not be uncomfort
able about telling the public why and how 
they cover the news because, like it or not, 
they probably will operate in a goldfish 
bowl from now on. And they need the public 
on their side because the public will help 
decide how big the bowl will be.e 

SOVIET JEWISH REFUSENIKS 
•Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to call to 
the attention of my colleagues in the 
Senate the plight of the Soviet Jewish 
Refuseniks. Further, I call their atten
tion to a special group of persons 
whose names I share with them today. 

These persons have a strong desire 
to leave the Soviet Union and join 
their families in Israel. Some of these 
people have been separated from their 
families for as long as 10 years. Letters 
to and from the refusenkis are cen
sored, they are harrassed, and not al
lowed to obtain employment. Suffer
ing is part of their daily existence and 
they are ostracized by their fell ow 
countrymen. 

Although we are limited, for obvious 
reasons, as to what we can do to help 
these people, it is of the utmost impor
tance that we continue to pressure the 
Soviet Government to release the re
fuseniks. 

In 1975, the Soviet Union became a 
signatory to the Helsinki accords, 
pledging to "present human rights and 
fundamental freedoms, including the 
freedom of thought, conscience, reli
gion or belief" and to "work in a posi
tive and humanitarian spirit with the 
applications of persons who wish to re
unite with members of their family." 
The U.S.S.R. has flagrantly disobeyed 
the Helsinki accords. 

I strongly encourage Members of the 
Senate to become active in helping the 
Soviet Jewish Refuseniks. We need a 
commitment to action if we are to re
alize our desire to see these people 
leave the Soviet Union and begin life 
again reunited with their families . . 

The list I have shared with my col
leagues today is but a small portion of 
the people who are classified as refuse
niks and in desperate need of our 
help.e 

REALIZING PRODUCTIVE 
POTENTIAL 

e Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, today I 
would like to address an issue which 
has become a matter of crucial con
cern to our Nation. Today, America 
finds itself in a state of industrial de
cline. Once the world's economic and 
political leader, our ability to compete 
in international markets is deteriorat
ing. In industry after industry, and in 
the new as well as the old, we are 
losing market share to foreign compe-

tition. Deindustrialization, once a 
debate among economists, columnists, 
and political scientists, is now a vital 
issue which the Nation cannot ignore. 
The United States, as a nation, faces 
the challenge of strengthening its in
dustrial base and reasserting itself in 
the international arena. This is par
ticularly true for the manufacturing 
sector. The Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
in a study issued only 2 weeks ago, re
ported that 2 million manufacturing 
jobs have been lost since 1979. In 
order to do so, however, we must first 
gain an understanding of the problems 
which have led to this crisis. 

In part, these problems have their 
roots outside the United States. Other 
countries have begun to use new mer
cantilist trade strategies which pro
mote exports but restrict imports. 
Short of a direct tariff, mercantilist 
nations are raising nontariff barriers, 
subsidizing key sectors and enhancing 
comparative advantage, and selling 
products at below world trade prices. 
These tactics have created a distorted 
trading system, where the United 
States has become one of the few 
major trading nations which main
tains a free and open trading system. 

In part, our Nation's trading crisis is 
also due to the changes in the global 
economy. Technological innovations in 
communications and transportation 
have created a complex, interdepend
ent world market where trade cannot 
be limited by distance. Freely floating 
exchange rates and the rising value of 
the dollar have encouraged imports 
but discouraged exports. This in turn, 
has caused our trade and current ac
count deficits to balloon. The General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
CGATTl, the international covenant 
which regulates world trade, was cre
ated nearly 40 years ago. It envisioned 
a free and open international trading 
community in a stable financially reg
ulated world. The rules established by 
GATT no longer apply to the modern 
world. • 

Yet the sources of the problem are 
not outside the United States. We 
have played our own part in the dein
dustrialization of America. We have 
pursued a policy of benign neglect of 
international trade and financial sys
tems. While dumping, subsidies, and 
nontariff barriers have created market 
distortions at our expense, we lack a 
comprehensive strategy for dealing 
with these problems. While the global 
trading system evolves, we continue to 
follow rules which have no modern 
relevance. In essence, we lack a com
prehensive trade policy which address
es these problems. 

Addressing these problems means re
vitalizing our economy and maintain
ing a fair and open trading system. It 
is in this context that I present to my 
colleagues the first in a series of arti
cles which aim to explore the prob-

lems afflicting our industries, as well 
as the range of solutions available. 

In particular, I would like to bring to 
my colleague's attention an article 
concerning the experiences of Jacques 
Koppel, the director of the technology 
management center of Philadelphia's 
Council for Labor and Industry. Enti
tled "Why Companies Hesitate to 
Automate," the piece describes Mr. 
Koppel's recent exploration of auto
mation in a number of Pennsylvania 
industries which are being adversely 
affected by foreign competition. 

In a survey of 100 companies, Mr. 
Koppel found that the majority of 
producers were using methods which 
were both costly and inefficient. Pro
ducers were not using readily available 
technologies which could cut costs and 
as well as increase productivity. More
over, many companies were disinter
ested in the productive potential of 
improved technologies. 

The lack of interest in automation 
has important consequences beyond 
productivity and profits. The ability of 
foreign companies to utilize advanced 
production techniques has enabled 
them to capture increasing shares of 
the U.S. market. As a result, American 
industry, and the American economy 
suffers. 

Mr. Koppel attributed the lack of 
automation to three major factors. 
First, the training of most managers 
deemphasizes the improvements in the 
production process. Instead, their 
backgrounds tend to stress salesman
ship marketing strategies, and finan
cial accounting. Second, small compa
nies, limited by time and insufficient 
manpower, do not have the capacity 
for evaluating the importance of spe
cific technologies to their own produc
tion processes. As a result, recent inno
vations seem strange and unfamiliar, 
and management is afraid to use tech
nology which it does not understand. 
Third, most of these companies are 
small, managed by only a few individ
uals who must perform many tasks. 
These managers become so preoccu
pied with day-to-day business needs 
that production improvement becomes 
a minor consideration. 

Mr. Koppel's assessment is compel
ling. The productive potential present
ed by new technologies is not being re
alized. Small business managers, unin
formed and overburdened by daily 
business activities, have become disin
terested in production improvements. 
As a result, productive efficiency and 
industrial capacity is lagging behind 
that of our foreign competitors. 

In addition, I applaud Mr. Koppel's 
constructive approach to the problem. 
In order to encourage the introduction 
of new technologies to small compa
nies, he is providing a free advisory 
service to local management. Mr. 
Koppel assesses the applicability of 
specific technologies for local compa-
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nies. If the company requests, Mr. 
Koppel will also perform a cost-benefit 
analysis for the new production meth
ods. 

Mr. Koppel, however, has not exam
ined the effect of technology on job 
availability, and this is an issue which 
I will address separately tomorrow. 
Nevertheless, Mr. Koppel has taken a 
serious problem which affects the abil
ity of American industry to compete 
with foreign producers and he has of
fered a promising solution. Mr. Koppel 
is to be commended for his construc
tive actions, and I encourage further 
thought and investigation of his ap
proach. Mr. President, I ask that the 
text of the article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The text follows: 
CFrom the Philadelphia Inquirer, May 12, 

1985) 
WHY COMPANIES HESITATE TO AUTOMATE 

<By Andrea Knox) 
Eighteen months ago, Jacques Koppel set 

out to see how automation was being used 
in a number of Pennsylvania industries that 
were being hurt by imports. 

The quest turned out to be irrelevant. 
"For the most part, they weren't using 

technology," said Koppel, who heads the 
Technology Management Center of Phila
delphia's Council for Labor and Industry. 

He found toolmakers still using hand
guided machines, even though faster and 
more accurate machines, controlled either 
by punched tapes or by computers, have 
been available for 25 years. 

He discovered companies making intricate 
electronic components and medical devices 
that were not testing their products during 
manufacturing, even though such testing 
could have cut production costs by increas
ing the percentage of finished products that 
worked properly. 

And many of the 100 companies that he 
surveyed were carrying excess inventory, 
suffering delays in collecting money, or la
boring under other costly handicaps that 
could be prevented by computer systems 
and other technologies that are widely 
available. 

His findings were not really surprising. In 
recent years, U.S. import-watchers have said 
repeatedly that this country's persistence in 
clinging to old manufacturing technologies 
is one reason Japanese products are stealing 
sales from American goods. 

What did surprise Koppel was that many 
companies did not seem to care. 

"There was very little curiosity on the 
part of management to look at how the new 
technologies could improve their situation," 
he said. "That's disturbing." 

While many of the companies he surveyed 
had not felt direct pressures from either 
foreign or domestic competition, it was clear 
to Koppel that new technologies would help 
them cut costs, improve product reliability 
and deliver products more quickly, thereby 
making them more profitable. 

So what was holding them back? 
According to Koppel and others, the man

agers of many American companies, both 
large and small, share a deeply ingrained in
difference to the importance of production 
technologies-even when those technologies 
could make the difference between life and 
death for their companies. 

That attitude does not amount to a suspi
cion of technology; most managers have 

sprung from an American cultural tradition 
that delights in ingenious ways of doing 
things. 

But they also have sprung from a tradi
tion that, in recent decades, has given short 
shrift to the importance of the manufactur
ing process, said George Kuper, executive 
director of the National Academy of Sci
ences. 

Kuper said that most managers' senses of 
what is most important in business are 
shaped by what they read and learn in the 
press, in school and around the cracker
barrel. And much of that emphasizes areas 
other than the production process. 

Salesmanship and financial accounting 
get big play and real estate killings, market
ing strategies, tax-shelter devices and other 
financial maneuvers are studied, publicized 
and applauded. 

So, to many managers of both large and 
small businesses, the idea that improving 
the manufacturing process can strengthen a 
company is quite foreign. 

FEAR OF THE UNKNOWN 

Those who have talked with entrepre
neurs say reluctance to innovate appears to 
spring from a sense of insecurity about step
ping into something new and unknown, an 
insecurity that is nurtured in many cases by 
the financial limitations of a company and 
the bewildering amount of information on 
new technologies. 

"Many entrepreneurs know about some
thing they could be doing, but they're afraid 
because what we're talking about is major 
change," said Jim Osberg, director of pro
duction-operations planning for Rockwell 
International Corp. 

L.E. Jenneke, chief executive officer of 
the Landis Tool Division of Litton Indus
tries in Waynesboro, Pa., understands that 
fear. 

Landis, which had revenues of $40 million 
last year from sales of its grinding tools, al
ready uses computer-controlled machines. 
Recently, management decided to install a 
computerized system for collecting produc
tion data from those machines. 

For Landis, the upgrade is a necessity. 
"The alternative is getting out of date and 
going out of business," Jenneke said. 

Nevertheless, management had to swallow 
hard and "have faith the thing will work 
out," because some important questions 
about the project's viability will not be an
swered until after the money is spent and 
the equipment is up and running. Jenneke 
said. One of those questions is the critical 
issue of how long it will take for the new 
equipment to pay for itself. 

So it is not surprising that smaller compa
nies of the kind Koppel surveyed, half of 
which had revenues of less than $5 million a 
year, have an even more difficult time decid
ing to take the plunge. 

"It's a lot harder for a small company 
where one individual is wearing 10 hats be
cause the kinds of things you need to do to 
make that decision tend to get pushed back 
by the day-to-day needs of the business," 
said Stephen P. Andrade. 

Americo Vasso, owner of Jackson & Heit 
Machine Co. Inc. in Northeast Philadelphia, 
is typical of the entrepreneur who already is 
juggling so many jobs that he doesn't even 
want to think about new factory equipment. 

Vasso, who is also secretary of the Nation
al Tool & Die Association, is not anti-tech
nology. In fact, a few years ago, when orders 
for his precision machining slowed down, he 
did not hesitate to supplement his oper
ations by adding a high-technology busi
ness, making magnetic heads for commer
cial video recorders. 

But now he has more work than he can 
handle and is trying to slow the company 
down. "It's getting bigger than I want," he 
says. "I know there are newer technologies, 
but I don't have time to train people to use 
them. I'm overloaded now." 

At B&J Machines, Inc., where William 
O'Brien's management skills have been sup
plemented by those of sons Jim and William 
Jr., the thinking has been quite different
and has paid off. 

Revenues this year will be about $500,000, 
a "significant increase" over last year, said 
Jim O'Brien. The increase is due, in part, to 
the installation last fall of a new $35,000 
computerized milling machine. 

Jim O'Brien spoke glowingly about the 
improvement that the new machine has 
brought to the company's business of pro
ducing parts for ammunition-testing equip
ment. Production costs and delivery times 
have been reduced because five parts can be 
produced in the time it was taking to make 
one, and a much higher percentage of the 
finished parts will meet the customer's spec
ifications. 

One result of the new technology was a 
successful bid on a government contract for 
gun sights. With the old equipment, the 
company's bid would have been too high to 
be competitive, O'Brien said. 

To date, much of the U.S. attention to au
tomation has focused on the automotive in
dustry, which was hard hit by Japanese im
ports beginning in the 1970s but now has 
begun to fight back. Detroit is already the 
nation's largest user of industrial robots, 
and General Motors Corp. has announced 
major capital-spending plans aimed at in
stalling computer control on both work flow 
and individual operations in entire factories. 

But even an industry such as tool-and-die 
making, where many companies are very 
small, can benefit from improvements in 
manufacturing technology, according to 
Kuper, who said all the pieces needed to 
create a completely automated machine 
shop will be available within a few years. 

In such a shop, the designs for all parts 
ever made would be stored in a computer. 
The same computer would be able to check 
an inventory list to determine if the materi
als for making the part are in stock, or if 
the inventory contains a similar piece that 
could be milled to the proper shape. It could 
also give precise information on work in 
progress, enabling a salesperson to quote an 
accurate delivery date to the customer. 

At the push of a button, the design and 
manufacturing instructions would be sent 
from the central computer to the computer 
that controls the machine that makes the 
pa.rt. An opera.tor would feed in raw materi
al, and a finished part would emerge a few 
minutes later. 

Parts of this technology are already in use 
in a number of machine shops, "and you'd 
be surprised how much money they save," 
said Kuper. 

A LONG WAY TO GO 

Despite such innovations by a few shops, 
both machine-tool manufacturers and tool
and-die makers have a long way to go in 
adopting new technology, said Koppel. 

He pointed out that the Japanese have 
gained nearly half of the U.S. market for 
machine tools since they began selling here 
in the early 1980s. 

Tool-and-die makers have suffered as well, 
according to Kuper, who said that in recent 
years, major manufacturers turned for parts 
to Korea and Japan, where automation is 
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one factor in producing cheaper parts that 
are delivered faster. 

But even if this were not so, upgrading 
the nation's tool-and-die shops would be im
portant because they "provide the where
withal for a lot of other fabricators to func
tion," Kuper said. 

Dishwashers, lawn mowers, automobiles
even guided missiles and space shuttles-are 
assembled from parts and pieces made in 
the nation's small machine shops. 

"That's one reason they [space vehicles] 
have problems," said Koppel. "Thousands 
of parts and screws are all made in these 
little shops and no one is checking to see 
that they all fit together." 

But in a small shop with five to 20 em
ployees, the owner or manager simply does 
not have the time to investigate the avail
able technologies in enough detail to decide 
which one is most appropriate to him. 

Koppel, therefore, has embarked on a new 
project, financed by Pennsylvania's Benja
min Franklin Partnership, under which he 
has provided free help in evaluating new 
technologies to the managements of 14 ma
chine shops and seven other companies. 

So far, seven of the 21 companies have 
been sufficiently intrigued by the results of 
the evaluation to ask Koppel for cost-bene
fit analyses of the technologies he has rec
ommended.• 

S. 1277-MEDICAID HOME AND 
COMMUNITY-BASED SERVICES 
IMPROVEMENT ACT 

e Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I in
troduced S. 1277, the Medicaid Home 
and Community-Based Services Im
provement Act of 1985, on June 11, 
1985. The bill was not included with 
my remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD at that time. 

I hereby ask that the text of my bill 
be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

The text of the bill follows: 
s. 1277 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Medicaid Home 
and Community-Based Services Improve
ment Act of 1985". 
SEC. 2. AMENDMENTS TO THE SOCIAL SECURITY 

ACT. 
Ca> OPTIONAL STATE SERVICES.-Section 

1905Ca> of the Social Security Act is amend
ed-

Cl> by striking out "and" at the end of 
paragraph Cl 7>; 

C2> by redesignating paragraph (18) as 
paragraph 09>; and 

C3> by inserting after paragraph Cl 7> the 
following new paragraph: 

"08) home or community-based services 
<as defined in subsection <o>; and". 

(b) DEFINITION.-Section 1905 of such Act 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"Co>Cl> The term 'home or community
based services' means any home or commu
nity-based services Cother than room and 
board> approved by the Secretary which are 
provided pursuant to a written plan of care 
to individuals with respect to whom there 
has been a determination that but for the 
provision of such services the individuals 
would require the level of care provided in a 
skilled nursing facility or intermediate care 
facility, the cost of which could be reim
bursed under the State plan. 

"(2) Home or community-based services 
may be included as medical assistance only 
if the State plan provides that-

"CA> necessary safeguards <including ade
quate standards for provider participation> 
have been taken to protect the health and 
welfare of individuals provided such services 
and to assure financial accountability for 
funds expended with respect to such serv
ices; 

"CB> The State will provide, with respect 
to individuals who-

"(i) are entitled to medical assistance for 
skilled nursing facility or intermediate care 
facility services under the State plan, 

"(ii) may require such services, and 
"Ciii> may be eligible for such home or 

community-based care, 
for an evaluation of the need for such 
skilled nursing facility or intermediate care 
facility services; 

"CC> such individuals who are determined 
to be likely to require the level of care pro
vided in a skilled nursing facility or interme
diate care facility are informed of the feasi
ble alternatives, if available, at the choice of 
such individuals, to the provision of skilled 
nursing facility or intermediate care facility 
services; 

"CD> the Federal payments under this title 
with respect to all individuals in such State 
who receive home or community-based serv
ices are not greater than the Federal pay
ments which would be made under this title 
with respect to those individuals if such 
home and community-based alternative 
services were not available, taking into ac
count the adequacy of the State's capacity 
to meet the needs of such population as evi
denced by the increasing numbers of elderly 
and disabled individuals at risk of requiring 
long-term care, and the changes in health 
care costs; and 

"CE> the State will provide to the Secre
tary annually, consistent with a data collec
tion plan designed by the Secretary, infor
mation on the impact of such services on 
the type and amount of medical assistance 
provided under the State plan and on the 
health and welfare of recipients. 

"(3) A State may provide home or commu
nity-based services under the State plan 
without regard to the requirements of sec
tion 1902<a>Cl> and section 1902<a>ClO>. 

"(4) The State plan may, consistent with 
paragraph <2>-

"<A> limit the individuals provided home 
or community-based services to individuals 
with respect to whom the State has deter
mined that there is a reasonable expecta
tion that the amount of medical assistance 
provided with respect to the individual will 
not exceed the amount of such medical as
sistance provided for such individual if the 
plan did not include home or community
based services; and 

"CB> provide medical assistance to individ
uals <to the extent consistent with written 
plans of care, which are subject to the ap
proval of the State> for case management 
services, homemaker /home health aide 
services and personal care services, adult 
day health services, rehabilitation services, 
respite care, and such other services re
quested by the State as the Secretary may 
approve. 

"(5) The State may provide, with respect 
to post-eligibility treatment of income of in
dividuals receiving home or community
based services, that the maximum amount 
of the individual's income which may be dis
regarded for any month for the mainte
nance needs of the individual shall be the 
maximum allowed for that purpose under 

regulations in effect on June 1, 1985, for in
dividuals receiving such services under waiv
ers, increased by $150 per month.". 

(C) REPEAL OF WAIVER PROVISION.-Cl) Sec
tion 1915 of such Act is amended-

CA> by striking out subsection Cc>; 
CB> by redesignating subsections Cd), Ce), 

and (f) as subsections <c>. Cd), and <e>; and 
<C> in subsection Cc), as so redesignated, 

by striking out "Cother than a waiver under 
subsection Cc))". 

C2> Section 1902Ca>OO><A><ii>CVU of such 
Act is amended-

<A> by striking out "described in section 
1915Cc>" and inserting in lieu thereof "(as 
defined in section 1905Co»"; and 

<B> by striking out "pursuant to a waiver 
granted by the Secretary under section 
1915Cc)" and inserting in lieu thereof "under 
the State plan". 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this Act shall apply to services pro
vided on or after October l, 1985.e 

PROPOSED ARMS SALES 
• Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, section 
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act 
requires that Congress receive advance 
notification of proposed arms sales 
under that act in excess of $50 million 
or, in the case of major defense equip
ment as defined in the act, those in 
excess of $14 million. Upon such noti
fication, the Congress has 30 calendar 
days during which the sale may be re
viewed. The provision stipulates that, 
in the Senate, the notification of pro
posed sales be sent to the chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee. 

In keeping with my intention to see 
that such information is available to 
the full Senate, I ask to have printed 
in the RECORD the notification I have 
received. 

The notification follows: 
DEFENSE SECURITY ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 

Washington, DC, June 14, 1985. 
In reply refer to I-03482/85ct. 
Hon. RICHARD c. LUGAR, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Reiations, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re

porting requirements of Section 3(b) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding 
herewith Transmittal No. 85-39, concerning 
the Department of the Air Force's proposed 
Letter of Offer to Japan for defense articles 
and services estimated to cost $51 million. 
Shortly after this letter is delivered to your 
office, we plan to notify the news media. 

Sincerely, 
PHILIP C. GAST, 

Director. 

TRANSMITTAL No. 85-39 
Notice of Proposed Issuance of Letter of 

Offer Pursuant to Section 36Cb> of the 
Arms Export Control Act 
<D Prospective purchaser: Japan. 
cm Total estimated value: 

Millions 
Major defense equipment 1 •••••••••••••••••• $42 
Other................................ ....................... 9 

Total. ....................................................... 51 
1 As defined in section 47<6> of the Arms Export 

Control Act. 



June 18, 1985 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 16045 
<iii> Description of articles or services of

fered: Two C-130H aircraft with related 
support equipment and spare parts. 

<iv) Military department: Air Force 
<SFM>. 

<v> Sales commission, fee, etc., paid, of
fered, or agreed to be paid: 

<vi> Sensitivity of technology contained in 
the defense articles of defense services pro
posed to be sold: 

<vii> Section 28 report: Included in report 
for quarter ending 30 June 1984. 

<viii> Date report delivered to Congress: 14 
June 1985. 

POLICY JUSTIFICATION 

JAPAN-C-130H AIRCRAFT 

The Government of Japan has requested 
the purchase of two C-130H aircraft with 
related support equipment and spare parts. 
The estimated cost is $51 million. 

Japan is one of the major political and 
economic powers in East Asia and the West
ern Pacific and a key partner of the United 
States in ensuring the peace and stability of 
that region. It is vital to the U.S. national 
interest to assist Japan in developing and 
maintaining a strong and ready self-defense 
capability which will contribute to an ac
ceptable military balance in the area. This 
sale is consistent with these U.S. objectives 
and the 1960 U.S.-Japan Treaty of Mutual 
Cooperation and Security. 

Japan already has four C-130H aircraft in 
their inventory. These C-130H aircraft will 
be used in a transport role in support of the 
Japan Self Defense Force. 

The sale of this equipment and support 
will not affect the basic military balance in 
the region. 

The prime contractor will be the Lock
heed Corporation of Marietta, Georgia. 

Implementation of this sale will not re
quire the assignment of any additional U.S. 
Government personnel; however, one con
tractor representative will be required in 
Japan for one year. 

There will be no adverse impact on U.S. 
defense readiness as a result of this sale.e 

HIGHER EDUCATION 
PERSPECTIVE 

e Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, 
Federal support for higher education 
was a topic of considerable debate as 
the Senate worked to develop an ac
ceptable budget package during the 
past few months. The upcoming reau
thorization of the Higher Education 
Act will extend this examination and 
discussion throughout the 99th Con
gress. For several decades, support for 
higher education in the Congress has 
been strongly bipartisan. As chairman 
of the Senate Subcommittee on Edu
cation, Arts and Humanities, I believe 
that this bipartisan commitment to 
make postsecondary educational op
portunities available to everyone is 
vital to our Nation's future. 

The board of trustees of the Carne
gie Foundation for the Advancement 
of Teaching, led by the able Ernest L. 
Boyer, former U.S. Commissioner of 
Education, recently issued a publica
tion entitled "Sustaining the Vision." 

This statement artfully chronicles 
America's long tradition of support for 
higher education, and reminds us of 

the continually growing importance a 
well-educated citizenry has in our 
future. .There are demographic 
changes taking place in America that 
are dramatically increasing the 
number of retirees that our younger 
work force will have to support. Our 
society is becoming more complex and 
the percentage of jobs requiring 
highly technical skills is rapidly in
creasing. These changes intensify the 
need to make more and more educa
tional opportunities available. 

The Federal Government spends ap
proximately $10 billion annually in 
support of Federal student financial 
assistance. It is a budget item that 
should not be overlooked as we consid
er ways to control our enormous na
tional deficit. We must keep in mind, 
however, that what we chose to cut 
today, will be subtracted from the 
future capabilities and achievements 
of those men and women who would 
thus be denied higher educational op
portunities. Their individual losses add 
up to our national detriment. 

Mr. President, I request that the 
Carnegie Foundation statement, "Sus
taining the Vision," be printed in its 
entirety in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
and I urge my colleagues to take a 
careful look at this excellent and 
thoughtful statement. 

The material follows: 
SUSTAINING THE VISION-A STATEMENT ON 
THE FEDERAL ROLE IN HIGHER EDUCATION 

I. A TRADITION THREATENED 

America began with the conviction that 
for democracy to work, education is essen
tial. Those who charted the future of this 
nation linked democracy to knowledge. 

George Washington said "Knowledge is 
... the surest basis of public happiness." 
John Jay declared knowledge is "the soul of 
the Republic." And in 1778, Thomas Jeffer
son drew up an education plan "to raise the 
mass of the people to the high ground of 
moral respectability necessary to their own 
safety, and to orderly government .... " 

In these convictions, the nation built 
public schools for universal education. Col
leges were established to train leaders and 
serve America in peace and war. Private and 
state support increasingly was supplement
ed by federal assistance, resulting in a 
higher education system unequaled in the 
world. 

Today the vital federal connection to our 
colleges and universities is being challenged. 
After decades of strong bi-partisan support, 
the current debate about budget priorities 
has been focused almost exclusively on 
numbers and on the negatives of higher 
education. The larger perspective has been 
lost. 

We hear how much education costs, not 
how much it's worth. We are told that stu
dents are exploiters, rather than tomorrow's 
leaders. And we are reminded of the abuses, 
not the benefits of aid to higher education. 

One is constrained to ask: Have we forgot
ten our history? 

In 1652, the Massachusetts General Court 
donated land and later authorized tax levies 
to support Harvard College, which had been 
established when the little colony in New 
England was only 6 years old. 

In the Ordinance of 1785, public lands in 
the Northwest Territory were set aside by 
Congress for the support of education. 

During the dark days of the Civil War, 
President Abraham Lincoln signed into law 
the Morrill Act. This historic legislation 
helped build a network of federally-support
ed land-grant colleges that drove our agri
cultural and industrial revolution. 

In the depths of the Depression, Congress 
approved President Franklin Roosevelt's 
work-study legislation. Needy college stu
dents got monthly federal stipends for help
ing to build facilities on their campuses. 
And with this support they were able to 
complete their education. 

During World War II, when democracy 
was threatened, the nation's universities 
joined with the federal government to 
create the most powerful research engine 
the world had ever known. 

After that war, almost 8 million former 
servicemen-many of whom had hardly 
dreamed of higher education-went to col
lege supported by the federally-funded G.I. 
Bill. They returned to civilian life with 
minds enriched and talents sharpened. 

In 1947, Secretary of State George C. 
Marshall proposed what became known as 
the Marshall Plan to restore the war
scarred continent of Europe. With federal 
support, university specialists went abroad 
to help rebuild the devastated nations. 

President Harry Truman, in 1949, made 
"Point Four" a cornerstone of United States 
foreign policy. Teachers and scholars trav
eled overseas to work with laborers and 
technicians, as well as civil servants, in 
Third World countries. 

In 1958, Congress, shocked by Sputnik, 
again turned to campuses for help. Presi
dent Dwight Eisenhower's National Defense 
Education Act linked schools and colleges to 
the security of the nation. 

Responding to American idealism, Presi
dent John F. Kennedy called for Peace 
Corps volunteers-mostly college students
to serve in villages and classrooms overseas. 

In the 1960s, the Higher Education Facili
ties Act created a program of matching 
grants and loans to construct new academic 
buildings at both public and private higher 
learning institutions. 

During this same decade it became an arti
cle of faith that no qualified young person 
should be denied an opportunity for a col
lege education. In 1965, a landmark federal 
aid program for needy students was 
launched. 

The Higher Education Amendments of 
1972 dramatically extended this commit
ment. The Educational Opportunity 
Grants-later named Pell Grants-helped 
millions of young men and women to go to 
college and helped keep them there once 
they were enrolled. 

Since 1954, the number of college and uni
versity students in the United States has in
creased from 2.4 million to over 12 million 
today. Black student enrollment has grown 
to over one million. The number of women 
in higher education has risen from one
third to more than one-half of the overall 
enrollment. Now, about half of all full-time 
college sudents are receiving some form of 
federal assistance. 

While higher education today still re
ceives only about one-fourth of its total sup
port from Washington, a unique partner
ship has evolved between the federal gov
ernment and higher education, a partner
ship to advance key national objectives: 
social justice, economic growth, civic and 
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cultural enrichment, and security for the 
nation. 

The country has profited enormously 
from this investment. Millions of graduates 
leave campuses each year to invigorate 
every vital sector: government, business, 
communications, health services, science, 
and the arts. It is difficult to imagine a 
strong America without a strong partner
ship with higher education. 

II. THE PRESENT CHALLENGE 

For three centuries, education has been at 
the heart of our national achievements. But 
the agenda is unfinished. Urgent new prior
ities have emerged and more, not less, edu
cation is required. 

The demography of the United States is 
changing. Within ten years, the number of 
18- to 24-years-olds will drop by 21 percent. 
Fewer young people will be available to do 
the nation's work. 

At the same time important shifts are oc
curring in the nation's ethnic and racial 
composition. Today, slightly more than one
fourth of white Americans are 19 years of 
age and under, but 40 percent of all Hispan
ics and over one-third of all blacks are in 
this age category. Nearly half of all white 
families have children under 18 years of 
age. In contrast, 60 percent of all black and 
almost 70 percent of all Hispanic families 
have children in this age group. 

Black and Hispanic young people are pre
cisely those who have been least well served 
by the education system. Almost 80 percent 
of white teenagers graduate from high 
school, compared with only about 60 per
cent of black and 50 percent of Hispanic 
young people. And students from these mi
nority groups are also less likely to complete 
their college education. 

If minority students continue to leave 
school and college at the current rate, a 
shockingly large proportion of our youth 
will find it difficult, if not impossible, to re
alize their full potential. If America fails 
these students, the need for informed par
ticipants in our complex society will go un
fulfilled. · 

Shifts in the economy also have conse
quences for American education. Since 1958, 
the percentage of blue collar and farm 
workers has declined. And the proportion of 
professional and technical workers has more 
than doubled. New jobs are emerging. Our 
challege is to educate and reeducate citizens 
of all ages so they remain creative and pro
ductive. 

International competition has increased. 
The world's 165 independent nations and 60-
odd political units are now interlocked. A 
strong dollar in the United States hurts 
Common Market countries; bad harvests in 
the Soviet Union help Canadian farmers; a 
robotics breakthrough in Tokyo has an 
impact on Detroit. In the new fields of com
puting, artificial intelligence, biotechnology 
and optical fibers, the race for leadership is 
on. 

John Gardner said it well: "modern soci
eties run on talent." In a world dominated 
by more competitive markets and more com
plicated tools, to shift resources away from 
education would be a grave mistake. 

But the global challenge goes far beyond 
economic competition. The world has 
become a more crowded, more volatile, more 
unstable place. For the first time, a genera
tion has grown up with headlines that de
scribe ecological and nuclear threats to sur
vival. If education cannot help the coming 
generation see beyond itself and better un
derstand the interdependent nature of our 

planet, human prospects will be dangerously 
diminished. 

We conclude that twelve years of formal 
schooling will increasingly be insufficient 
for our citizens. In the future, almost every
one will need some form of post-high school 
education if they are to remain personally 
empowered, economically productive, and 
civically prepared. 

III. A PARTNERSHIP REAFFIRMED 

We believe that the moment has come for 
the historic partnership between the federal 
government and the nation's colleges to be 
reaffirmed. Educational obligations are in
creasing and federal support for colleges 
and universities must increase, too. 

We do not deny the need for more private 
and state support for higher education. Nor 
do we deny the need to reduce the federal 
deficit and scrutinize all programs. But for 
the Washington debate to focus almost ex
clusively on how much education costs is to 
neglect the larger question: How much of 
America's human resources can we afford to 
waste? 

Further, substantial cuts in higher educa
tion aid have already been made. Federal 
aid to students has dropped by 17 percent in 
just five years, adjusting for inflation. 

We believe the Pell Grant program should 
be strengthened by maintaining current 
funding levels and indexing future funding 
to inflation. Equality of opportunity is not 
just a remembered slogan of the past; it re
mains an urgent unfinished obligation of 
the future. 

We further believe the current benefits of 
the Guaranteed Student Loan program 
should be maintained. And eligibility for 
loans should be determined by the special 
economic circumstances of each student, not 
arbitrarily imposed. Without such loans it 
would be difficult for many low- and middle
income students to attend the college that 
would serve them best. 

A budding scientist from a middle class 
home should not be denied the opportunity 
of attending a high-tuition research univer
sity if such an education would be most ben
eficial to the student. The young person 
from a poor, inner-city family should be 
able to accept an invitation from a nonpub
lic liberal arts college, if this is where the 
student's talents could be most effectively 
developed. 

Further, to reduce federal loans substan
tially would put many private colleges at 
risk. A two-tiered higher education system 
would emerge-one for the poor and an
other for the rich. The remarkable diversity 
in American higher education would be un
dermined. 

While access to collegiate education must 
remain a high priority, the need is no less 
urgent at the level of graduate education. 
Critics decry the state of American higher 
education; yet the work of our academic 
scholars and researchers is the envy of the 
world. In the last decade alone, Americans 
have won over two-thirds of the Nobel 
prizes for science and medicine. They domi
nate the world's scientific literature, pro
ducing over one-third of the influential 
scholarly science and engineering articles. 

Despite these remarkable achievements, 
federal support for academic science and en
gineering research is diminishing as a per
centage of the total university research 
budget. While graduate student stipends in 
those specialized fields have recently in
creased, scholarship funds for graduate stu
dents in social science and humanities have 
been woefully neglected. University-based 
research is a tradition that cannot be inter-

rupted without serious, perhaps irreparable 
damage to the nation. We conclude that fed
eral support for graduate study across the 
disciplines should be expanded to sustain 
and enrich scholarships in the nation. 

IV. THE NATION'S FUTURE 

Because throughout its history America 
has linked democracy to knowledge, our 
goal increasingly has been to expand the op
portunities for both school and college edu
cation. If we sustain this vision, there is no 
limit to what the energies of our people can 
produce. But if we distort it, we will surely 
breed cynicism and despair. And we will be a 
different people from the one, in our finest 
moments, we have always believed ourselves 
to be. 

The aim of education in our democracy is 
not only to prepare the young for work but 
to enable them to live with dignity and pur
pose; not only to generate new knowledge, 
but to channel knowledge to humane ends; 
not merely to learn about our civic institu
tions, but to shape a citizenry that can 
weigh decisions wisely and promote the 
public good. 

This nation's greatest strength is not its 
weapons but its people. Our greatest hope is 
not technology but the potential of coming 
generations. Education is, as it has always 
been, an investment in the future of the 
nation. 
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THE FEDERAL PESTICIDE 
REFORM ACT OF 1985 

•Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join as a cosponsor of S. 
1303, the Federal Pesticide Reform 
Act of 1985. This bill presents Mem
bers of this body with an important 
opportunity-an opportunity to pro
tect human health and the environ
ment. 

This legislation would amend the ex
isting pesticides control law-known as 
FIFRA-bef ore the shortcomings and 
loopholes in that law become front 
page material. Sadly, it took stories 
like Love Canal in New York, the 
Valley of the Drums in Kentucky, and 
the Picillo Dump in my own State of 
Rhode Island before legislation was 
enacted to address the sins of the past 
regarding hazardous wastes. The stage 
is now set for similar stories stemming 
from the use and abuse of pesticides. 

Members of the Committee on Envi
ronment and Public Works are all too 
familiar with the telltale signs of trou
ble on the horizon. Already we are be
ginning to see evidence of pesticide 
contamination in some of our rivers 
and in ground water areas that supply 
drinking water. And with increasing 
frequency, we are discovering pesticide 
contamination at Superfund sites. 

We have taken great strides under 
the Clean Water Act to make rivers 
that had become industrial sewers 
fishable and swimmable once again. 
These accomplishments are threat
ened, however, by improper and inad
equate regulation of pesticides. 

Evidence that something is seriously 
wrong with the existing FIFRA pro
gram is accumulating daily, and our 
colleagues in the House have already 
heard about the shortcomings of the 
existing law from EPA officials and 
others. The time to act is now. 

Too often, we respond to known haz
ards only after their consequences 
have become widespread, and we pay a 
high price for doing so. Here we have 
an opportunity to review and reform 
our pesticide law, before its flaws lead 
to large-scale environmental problems 
that Congress will have to deal with 
several years down the road. 

As a member of the Environment 
and Public Works Committee, I urge 
the Senate to seize this opportunity 
for preventative action. To do other
wise would be a dangerous and costly 
mistake that we can ill afford.e 

REVOLVING DOOR 
EMPLOYMENT 

e Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to direct the attention of the 
Senate to a most disturbing report 
which the General Accounting Office 
CGAOJ has just released on the "re
volving door" problem. I wish to thank 
my distinguished colleague from Dela
ware, the chairman of the Senate Gov
ernmental Affairs Committee-Sena
tor ROTH-for asking the GAO to in
vestigate this matter. 

As some of my colleagues know, I 
have joined with Senator PROXMIRE in 
introducing legislation to eliminate or 
at least significantly reduce conflicts 
of interest which occur when a Gov
ernment procurement officer resigns 
and goes to work for the very same 
contractor he monitored during his 
Federal service. The GAO in its 
report, entitled "Extent of Compliance 
With DOD's Requirement To Report 
Defense Related Employment," dem
onstrates very ably that this situation 
is out of control. In fact, the law on 
the books today, 10 U.S.C. 2397, con
tains a reporting requirement for cer
tain DOD employees who go to work 
for contractors. This is routinely being 
ignored according to the report. GAO 
has determined approximately 70 per
cent of those employees who were re
quired to file reports on post-Govern
ment employment failed to do so in 
fiscal year 1983. It might be expected 
that some failure to comply with such 
a reporting requirement would occur, 
but 70 percent is shocking and unac
ceptable. 

Mr. President, although this study 
does not tell Congress how many Gov
ernment employees have done less 
than their best for the Government in 
order to receive consideration for post
Government employment, it does dem
onstrate the weakness and ineffective
ness of simple reporting requirements. 
To a large degree they are unenforce
able and there! ore meaningless. This 
is exactly why Senator PROXMIRE and 
I have introduced legislation to stop 
Government procurement employees 
from going to work for these contrac
tors for at least 3 years after they ex
ercised responsibility for that contrac
tor's business with the Federal Gov
ernment. Senator PROXMIRE and I 
remain unconvinced that simple re
porting requirements-even with 
tougher penalties-will solve this prob
lem. 

Our bill, S. 1165, is not pending in 
the Governmental Affairs Committee. 
I hope hearings will take place soon, 
and I am especially eager to work with 
Chairman ROTH on this matter within 
his committee's jurisdiction. 

I believe it is important to note that 
Congresswoman BARBARA BOXER and 
Congressman CHARLES BENNETT are 
working hard on this very issue as the 
House prepares to consider its version 
of the Department of Defense authori-

zation bill. Congressman BENNETT has 
been successful in inserting revolving 
door language, applicable to DOD em
ployees-which is similar to the gov
ernmentwide bill Senator PROXMIRE 
and I have introduced-in the commit
tee version of the bill. I am very hope
ful these two Members and others will 
gain the support of a majority of the 
House of Representatives to approve 
meaningful reform of this kind which 
is so badly needed. 

Finally, I want to urge my colleagues 
in the Senate to consider very careful
ly whether the interests of the taxpay
ers and the advancement of our na
tional security are not suffering as a 
result of increasing personnel trans
fers. I ask them to consider how many 
more billions of dollars must be wasted 
before we finally put an end to the 
"revolving door." 

I ask my colleagues to take action
swift and decisive action-to slam shut 
the revolving door.e 

UNCONTROLLED EXPORTS TO 
THE SOVIETS 

•Mr. GARN. Mr. President, last 
week, the Washington Times pub
lished the story of 35 tons of un
known, uninspected goods that were 
shipped out of the United States di
rectly to the Soviet Union. Is this an
other case of espionage? Is this just 
one more incident of Soviet officials 
clandestinely making off with U.S. 
goods? 

What is most ironic-and baffling
about this episode is that this totally 
uncontrolled trans! er was made not 
only with the knowledge but with the 
second-mile help of the State Depart
ment, particularly its Soviet Affairs 
Office. Ostensibly, this was a ship
ment, 35 tons, of personal effects, but 
no inspection was made of the cargo. 
Deviating from usual practice, State 
failed to order a Customs inspection of 
the shipment. 

It is incredible, Mr. President, that 
while law-abiding U.S. exporters are 
patiently waiting to get permission 
from the Government, in compliance 
with our export control laws, to ship 
their exports, the State Department is 
bending over backwards to help the 
Soviets to ship out 35 tons of so-called 
personal effects without even so much 
as inspecting what was in the boxes. 

In the fall of 1983, our authorities 
were congratulating themselves over 
the biggest disrupted technology 
transfer attempt in history, where ap
proximately 35 tons of sensitive equip
ment were stopped on their way to the 
Soviet Union. Now we have the State 
Department facilitating a shipment of 
that magnitude with nothing more 
than the Soviets' word that it is per
sonal effects. What is going on? 

Even if we assume, Mr. President
and this is an assumption counter to 
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everything we know about Soviet be
havior and intentions-that the Sovi
ets truly sent bona fide personal ef
fects, all 35 tons worth, the shipment 
is still outrageous. For while the State 
Department is taking the Soviets by 
the hand and making life wonderful 
for their embassy staff here-so many 
of whom work for Soviet intelligence 
services-the Soviets have been 
making life difficult for our Embassy 
staff in the Soviet Union. As recently 
as May 17, 14 boxes of household 
goods of U.S. diplomats were refused 
clearance to be shipped out of the 
Soviet Union. Our Ambassador report
ed that such restrictions cause major 
hardship for our people there. 

Mr. President, the Senate hopes to 
be going to conference soon with the 
House of Representatives on legisla
tion to strengthen our national securi
ty export control laws. One provision 
of that legislation would authorize 
controlling sales of high technology to 
the embassies of the Soviet bloc coun
tries. The fact that there are no such 
controls now is one of the reasons why 
this uncontrolled shipment is so trou
blesome. But I wonder how effective 
any legislation is going to be if the 
State Department is going to act, wit
tingly or not, as an agent to facilitate 
Soviet transfers out of the United 
States. 

I ask that the article from the June 
14, 1985, edition of the Washington 
Times be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

The article follows: 
CFrom the Washington Times, June 14, 

1985] 
STATE CLOSES EYES TO SOVIET EMBASSY 

CARGO 

<By Bill Gertz> 
The State Department allowed a 35-ton 

shipment of Soviet goods to leave this coun
try two weeks ago without requiring any 
customs inspection, according to confiden
tial U.S. government documents. 

An internal account of events leading up 
to the shipment and interviews with U.S. of
ficials reveal that a last-minute attempt to 
conduct a search was called off, and stand
ard procedures covering the transfer of for
eign embassy goods were not followed. 

In this case, according to documents ob
tained by The Washington Times, the State . 
Department Soviet Affairs Office failed to 
order a Customs Service inspection of the 
unspecified cargo during a recent rotation 
of Soviet Embassy personnel. 

That office also did not notify the State 
Department agency that handles foreign 
embassy affairs, the Office of Foreign Mis
sions COFMl, or the FBI, the U.S. Customs 
Service and other counterintelligence agen
cies, the documents charge. 

State Department Press Officer Donna 
Gigliotti, in a statement issued Tuesday, dis
missed the allegations as "false" and said 
the cargo was unloaded from trucks "in the 
presence of a Customs official." She said 
"all appropriate offices and agencies were 
fully informed." 

Another official at the Soviet Desk, while 
acknowledging problems in the procedures, 
said his office was not contacted by Customs 

in this case and "was not involved in any de
cision one way or another." 

The State Department response appears 
to conflict with the Customs Service's ac
count. Chris Fraser, a Customs spokesman, 
said, "The State Department decided not to 
have the vessel inspected." 

U.S. officials said they did not know what 
was contained in the cargo that left the 
country June 2 without diplomatic protec
tion. 

A Soviet Embassy spokesman said the con
tainers held "personal belongings" and de
scribed the ship as a "passenger ship." 

A State Department official described the 
large shipment as part of a reciprocal agree
ment ostensibly involving the transfer of 
personal effects, but which actually pro
vides U.S. goods to overseas Soviet person
nel as "perks." 

In response to questions about the possi
ble transfer of illegal high technology ex
ports to the Soviet Union, the official con
ceded: "There are loopholes Cin law] that 
are very difficult to plug." 

One document by a U.S. Government offi
cial charges that State Department officials 
"went out of their way to facilitate Soviet 
efforts to ship out of this country 35 tons of 
unknown goods without any inspection or 
observance of packing and loading." 

"At no time were any of the goods inspect
ed by customs nor was there a customs in
spector present at any time during the load
ing," one document states. 

The document also alleged that "The 
CSovietl Desk chose not to direct any cus
toms inspection of the Soviet shipment." 

The uninspected departure contrasts 
sharply with reports of Soviet harassment 
of U.S. personnel in Moscow last month. 
Fourteen boxes of "household goods" be
longing to American Embassy personnel 
were refused clearance May 17, according to 
a confidential State Department cable. 

The cable, signed by U.S. Ambassador 
Arthur Hartman, states that a new Soviet 
customs restriction was imposed recently in 
a move that "represents a considerable 
burden for the embassy and especially the 
departing employee." 

"If they Cthe Soviets] begin to delay ship
ments or confiscate items arbitrarily, we 
could also retaliate on a one-for-one basis," 
Mr. Hartman said in the May 30 cable. 

One document reveals that the OFM was 
not informed of the May 30 cargo transfer 
until the day it was moved by a convoy of 
trucks from New York and Washington to a 
Soviet ship docked in Baltimore harbor. 

The OFM tried to order a last-minute cus
toms inspection, but the goods already had 
been loaded onto the Soviet ship. One of the 
documents reported that "no attempt was 
made to force the Soviets to download the 
ship for purposes of inspection" at that 
time. The ship, the Oruzia, left Baltimore 
harbor June 2 for the U.S.S.R. with the 
cargo and close to 300 Soviet passengers. 

The OFM request was made through 
project EXODUS, the Customs Service pro
gram aimed at halting shipments of illegal 
technology to the Eastern bloc. 

Customs officials can inspect nondiplo
matic goods leaving the country, the docu
ments state, but "do not do so unless direct
ed by the State Department Soviet Desk." 

After being informed that no customs in
spection was ordered, OFM, "independent 
of the Soviet desk," ordered an inspection 
"through project EXODUS," one document 
states. Customs officials have claimed that 
the EXODUS program has halted close to a 
quarter of a billion dollars worth of illegal 
technology exports. 

The truck rentals were arranged by the 
Soviet Embassy on the special approval of 
the State Department Soviet Desk, despite 
vehicle rental restrictions outlined in the 
Foreign Missions Act of 1982, one document 
states. The act states that only the OFM's 
Travel Service Bureau can facilitate vehicle 
rentals for foreign embassies. 

Documents reveal that on May 28 the 
Soviet Embassy in Washingtron submitted a 
formal request to the Soviet Desk at State 
for permission to rent 13 trucks in the 
Washington area and three trucks in the 
New York area to transport goods to Balti
more. The request was granted "without 
prior coordination and without even notify
ing the OFM" the documents state. 

According to the documents, the OFM's 
director of travel services, Kathleen Ander
son, "was unable to make contact with the 
State Department Soviet Desk to alter the 
situation." Ms. Anderson could not be 
reached for comment, but a spokesman for 
the OFM had no comment on the incident. 

"For some unknown reason," one docu
ment states, "this information was not pro
vided to the Washington field office of the 
FBI, who Csicl has the responsibility for 
monitoring Soviet activities in the Washing
ton, D.C. area." 

Under U.S. law, Soviet Embassy personnel 
are now allowed to rent vehicles without ob
taining a waiver first from the State Depart
ment. Additionally, the Foreign Missions 
Act of 1982 requires that a section of the 
Office of Foreign Missions, the Travel Serv
ice Bureau, handle all vehicle rentals for 
foreign embassies. 

The documents charge that while the 
Soviet desk is not required to inform the 
OFM when it grants a waiver on embassy 
vehicle rentals, the movement of large 
amounts of cargo and embassy employees 
"obviously requires some coordination be
tween the State Department Soviet Desk 
and the OFM." 

"There was a breakdown within OFM 
caused by a lack of cooperation from the 
Soviet Desk at State," a report on the inci
dent states. "The result is that none of the 
organizations that needed the information 
had knowledge of specific Soviet plans," the 
report said. 

If the OFM had arranged the rentals, 
they would have supplied "appropriately 
qualified drivers," a document states.e 

TRIBUTE TO ARKANSAS STATE 
SENATOR VADA SHEID 

• Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, my 
longtime friend and colleague Senator 
Vada Sheid of Mountain Home, AR, 
has retired from the State senate after 
years of service to the people of her 
district in the northern part of the 
State. On June 21 the Democrats of 
Baxter County, her home, will recog
nize the dedication she has given 
them. 

Vada Sheid was born in Wideman, 
not far from Norfork Lake in the Ar
kansas Ozarks. In this beautiful area 
of the State, she has known the people 
and land as if they belonged personal
ly to her. During her time in the 
senate she devoted countless hours to 
taking care of her constituents with 
the same attention a mother would 
give her children. 
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She was rewarded with a remarkably 

success! ul career as an elected official. 
First she served as county treasurer 
for three full terms. Then she was 
elected to the State House of Repre
sentatives in 1967, where she was re
elected to four additional terms. Final
ly, she went to the State senate in 
1977. 

There is one project, Mr. President, 
that will always bear Senator Sheid's 
name, and that is the bridge that 
spans Lake Norfork in Baxter County. 
For years this was Vada's pet project, 
and its necessity to the people of her 
district was voiced time and again by 
the senator. She was a fearless advo
cate, and eventually it was built and 
dedicated. Certainly it stands today as 
testimony to her tireless efforts on 
behalf of north Arkansas. 

During my tenure as Governor, I re
member countless times when Senator 
Sheid would call me on the phone 
with requests for services to her con
stituents. I always knew that whatever 
she asked had better be followed 
through right away-whether it was a 
needed fire inspection, or a student 
loan for some young person going to 
college, or a letter to a friend of hers 
celebrating a birthday. I knew that 
she would come back for a follow-up. 
Vada never forgot a thing. 

That is why, Mr. President, it is fit
ting and appropriate that the people 
of Vada Sheid's district are not forget
ting her. June 21 is a special day in Ar
kansas for that very reason. I join her 
friends in Baxter County in celebrat
ing a remarkable career in Arkansas 
politics. I would even call it an unpar
alleled career, Mr. President. Vada 
Sheid is someone whose political 
career and experience I commend to 
my colleagues with honor and pride.e 

INDIAN JUVENILE ALCOHOL AND 
DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION 
ACT-S. 1298 

e Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
am very pleased to join as an original 
cosponsor of the Indian Juvenile Alco
hol and Drug Abuse Prevention Act, S. 
1298. I commend the leadership of my 
colleague from North Dakota, Senator 
MARK ANDREWS, for introducing this 
necessary piece of legislation. 

Less than 2 weeks ago, I heard a 
field hearing in Gallup, NM, on S. 400, 
the Indian Health Promotion and Dis
ease Prevention Act of 1985, a bill I in
troduced. S. 400 establishes a health 
promotion and disease prevention 
service within the Indian Health Serv
ice. Included in the bill's definition of 
health promotion is the reduction of 
alcohol and drug abuse. Consequently, 
testimony from the witnesses included 
discussion of the alcohol abuse epi
demic in Indian country. 

The hearing testimony revealed 
many health problems, but the No. 1 
problem remained the same-alcohol-

ism and alcohol related diseases, inju
ries, and death. It is clearly the most 
pervasive health and social problem 
facing Indians today. Larry Miike of 
the Office of Technology Assessment 
testified: 

The need for such multiple approaches 
(outside the medical area> to the prevention 
and control of alcohol abuse makes the 
impact of any single program, however 
broad, difficult to assess, but it is clear that 
a simple medical approach is insufficient 
and comes too late for most alcoholics. 

As a result of this, other testimony, 
and my firsthand experiences with 
several Indian communities, I am con
vinced that intervention and preven
tion are the key and must begin at the 
youngest ages possible. 

The Indian community is not un
aware of this problem and its impact. 
Gilbert Pena, chairman of the All 
Indian Pueblo Council, which includes 
18 Pueblos in New Mexico, explained 
in his testimony: 

The most obvious and vicious threat to 
the lives and well-being of our Pueblo 
people is the damage brought on by alcohol
ism related destruction. Alcohol is a contrib
uting factor in most of the motor vehicle ac
cidents in our communities. Many of the 
costly hospital admissions are in some way 
connected with alcohol abuse. 

However, in terms of the substantial cost 
of primary care and the strain on this na
tion's budget, economic cost is really noth
ing compared to the social cost to the Tribe. 
An extremely important part of the Indian 
culture and tradition lies in the sharing of 
experience and wisdom between the elders 
and the young people. Given the tragic 
rates of accidents and death among the 
younger age groups it is easy to see how the 
social order is severely impacted. Many 
promising young Indian leaders are now a 
part of the statistics. 

Although the statistics paint a grim 
picture, some important attempts are 
being made to educate Indian youth to 
the dangers of alcohol and drug abuse. 
In northern New Mexico, Tom Lujan, 
director of social services for the Eight 
Northern Indian Pueblos Council has 
an innovative and proven program di
rected to Indian youth. Tom teaches 
the children native dances and helps 
them identify with their cultural her
itage. This in tum has helped them 
develop a positive self concept as 
young adults. Such efforts need to be 
continued, but the battle is lost if we 
approach the task in a piecemeal fash
ion. 

The most logical place for a preven
tion program would be in the schools, 
since this is where students are in a 
teaching environment. This bill au
thorizes the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
to enter into agreements with the 
Indian Health Service to provide in
struction regarding alcohol and drug 
abuse to students in kindergarten and 
grades 1 through 12. BIA and IHS per
sonnel are also trained in alcohol and 
drug abuse instruction as well as crisis 
intervention and family relations. 

S. 1298 also establishes emergency 
shelters to house Indian juveniles ar
rested for an offense related to alcohol 
and drugs. In addition, rehabilitation 
programs for juvenile alcohol and 
drug abusers are to be established 
with such funds as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of the act. 

I believe that with this legislation 
and the important self-help activities 
underway in the Indian community, 
we are heading in the right direction. 
This legislation has my wholehearted 
support. Alcohol and drug abuse 
among Indian kids undoubtedly is the 
major problem, but while we are con
cerned with deterring this type of be
havior we must not neglect other as
pects of improved health, which re
quires a comphehensive approach. 
Therefore, at the same time Indian 
children are learning of the harmful 
effects of alcohol and drugs, they 
should also be learning what makes 
them healthy and what they can do 
toward that end. Good nutrition, phys
ical exercise, immunizations, reduction 
of smoking, control of sexually trans
mittable diseases, are only a few of the 
life style changes that can be made, 
and should not be neglected. As we 
consider this problem and this legisla
tion we must also begin to address 
health promotion and disease preven
tion on a larger scale for all our citi
zens. With self-help we can improve 
individual lives and contribute to a 
healthier, happier nation. 

In closing, Mr. President, I would 
like to submit for the RECORD, an edi
torial that appeared in the Navajo 
Times Today, on June 4, 1985, written 
by Editor Mark N. Trahant. It declares 
alcoholism a "war"-not a "problem." 
With the introduction of the Indian 
Alcohol and Drug Abuse Act, we in 
Congress, will signal our intention to 
"win this war." 

The editorial follows: 
STOP THE KILLING 

Conroy Chino, an Albuquerque TV report
er, was absolutely right when he told Ft. 
Wingate graduates about the incredible 
waste of Indian talent. 

This weekend another young, talented 
Indian was killed in a car accident. This ac
cident, for us at the Navajo Times Today, 
was different because the young man who 
died worked with us every day. 

Yet every weekend, maybe every day, an
other Indian person, often a young Indian 
person, is a casualty of the "alcohol prob
lem." 

Alcoholism no longer a "problem." It's a 
war, and one that Indian people are losing. 

Look at the casualty rates: four of the top 
10 killers of Indian people are alcohol-relat
ed. More than half of all Indians born today 
are unlikely to reach middle age. 

This is a war with victims. It isn't just a 
metaphor. It has blood, guts and an insidi
ous enemy. Fewer Indians have died in 
Korea, Vietnam or two world wars than 
have died because of alcohol. 

This war has casualties. This war has hor
rors. And this war, it seems, has never had a 
cease fire-not even for a few minutes. 



16050 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE June 18, 1985 
The road to Gallup is all too often a road 

to death. It's just taken for granted. Sure, 
we are all saddened when somebody dies. 
But what are we doing to change things? 
Very, very little. 

There's not just sadness, either, There's 
also anger. So we ask when are things going 
to change? When are roads going to be im
proved? When are people going to learn not 
to drive drunk? 

Remember the new, wide highway 264 
promised? It's still not here, and people still 
die. Remember the tribe's new alcohol 
policy and the reservation-wide hearings? 
They happened and a policy is probably 
being drafted, and people still die. 

The tragedy goes on and on. Young 
people, middle-aged people and old people 
die because alcohol is a rotten thread that 
touches every fabric of society here. 

When does the killing stop?-M.N.T.e 

BEYOND MX 
e Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, my 
good friend and former colleague from 
the great State of Utah, Ted Moss, re
cently brought to my attention what 
he felt was an insightful and thought
provoking article. It is a privilege to 
ask that it be printed in the RECORD. 
The article was written by Prof. Edwin 
B. Firmage, who is a member of the 
faculty of the University of Utah Col
lege of Law, and offers an analysis of 
the justification for the MX Missile 
Program. 

I ask that his article "Beyond MX" 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
BEYONDMX 

<By Edwin B. Firmage) 
The heartbreakingly close vote funding 

additional MX has, quite naturally, discour
aged some who have long fought this misbe
gotten missile which lacks a defensible stra
tegic purpose of a secure basing mode. In 
order to defend an indefensible weapon, two 
successive administrations have each year 
offered a different reason to justify this 
missile. First, under the Carter administra
tion, MX in mobile basing mode would 
extend the life of the land-based leg of the 
triad <land- sea- and air-based strategic 
weapons> by providing invulnerability even 
though each side's accuracy was improving 
enough to permit the targeting of weapons 
rather than cities. When this proved politi
cally and technically false, a theory of 
"fighting and winning" a nuclear war came 
in with the Reagan administration. A "hard 
target kill" capacity for MX was tauted, 
which amounted to a strategy of the first 
use of nuclear weapons <why target empty 
silos?>. When during the first two years of 
the Reagan administration, the candid ex
pression of this concept of building nuclear 
weapons for use in war rather than deter
rence from war produced a healthy fear of 
such insanity and world-wide reaction 
against this policy, pressure increasingly 
was put upon the administration, both from 
our allies abroad and from our own voters, 
to enter into arms control negotiations. This 
administration was pulled and pushed, 
seemingly against its will, into the arms con
trol talks at Geneva. 

Significant majorities in both houses of 
Congress had by this time become convinced 
that MX was a weapon without a justifiable 
purpose. But members of Congress are noto-

riously vulnerable to an argument by the 
President that "national security" demands 
a particular weapon. When Mr. Reagan 
linked MX as a "bargaining chip" in the 
Geneva negotiations, the old pattern of 
arms racing under the guise of arms reduc
tions again proved successful. 

President Reagan and his Secretary of De
fense Caspar Weinberger, have presided 
over the greatest expenditure on military 
weaponry in the history of this country. Si
multaneously and directly related, they 
have caused a greater increase in the na
tional debt than that of any other adminis
tration, without either war or depression to 
combat. 

"National security" is a term completely 
debased in this administration. National se
curity must entail an economy not artificial
ly fueled by foreign investment when our 
balance of trade has now made us a debtor 
nation for the first time since 1914. National 
security must include educational opportu
nity for a middle class that supports the 
largest part of our country's expenses, by 
providing student loans. National mass tran
sit should be accomplished during these few 
years when a temporary oil glut will allow 
our society a breathing space for great 
change in our means of energy and trans
portation. National security must not allow 
American farmers to be dispossessed and 
more farms foreclosed than at any time 
since the Great Depression. National securi
ty cannot tolerate the destruction of this 
nation's heavy industry and mining indus
try. National security must include a mone
tary policy not insuring a rise in interest 
rates by the enormous budget deficits put in 
place by budgets submitted by this Presi
dent, wildly out of balance. Mr. Reagan 
needn't wait for a "balanced budget amend
ment" to force fiscal and monetary pru
dence upon a recalcitrant Congress: all he 
needs to do is to submit his first responsible 
and balanced budget in his two terms in 
office. Then if Congress rejects such a 
budget, Mr. Reagan could justifiably blame 
Congress. Until then, his constant use of 
Congress as a whipping boy for the budget 
deficits his own administration has pro
duced over five years should fool no one. 
While Congress must pass funding bills, the 
President submits a budget each year to the 
Congress. This presidential document, the 
budget, prepared under the office of the 
Presidency in the Bureau of the Budget, be
comes the basic document which largely de
termines the parameters of debate and com
promise between competing factions in gov
ernment. As long as this President is com
mitted to an enormous and unnecessary 
arms race with the Soviet Union, funded by 
massive deficit spending, real national secu
rity, based upon a strong national economy 
without the threat of recession, inflation, 
high interest rates and international trade 
imbalance, will not be possible. 

Mr. Reagan has approximately 30,000 nu
clear warheads as bargaining chips at 
Geneva, without MX. The Soviets have 
larger but fewer and less accurate rough 
equivalents. MX, rather than giving us in
creased leverage at Geneva, will simply 
produce a reaction by the Soviets toward 
further increases in their own strategic 
weaponry. We will simply each bargain from 
a position of both sides possessing even 
more weapons which, somehow, each side 
must ultimately dispose of. Funding MX 
does not, as this administration maintains, 
demonstrate strong national resolve, nation
al consensus. Continued deployment of a 
weapon without purpose, at great cost, 

proves only a lack of intelligence and pru
dence in national leadership. Whether this 
condition will frighten the Russians into a 
compliant mood is yet to be demonstrated. 

Both budget economy and national securi
ty demand less, not more, nuclear weapons. 
Each side now knows that the "nuclear 
winter" scenario, first presented by Carl 
Sagan and Paul Ehrlich, is essentially cor
rect. That is, the detonation over the cities 
of the Northern hemisphere of a small frac
tion of the nuclear weapons possessed by 
either side would produce such a cloud of 
heavy radioactive debris into the atmos
phere that the sun's light would disappear. 
Temparatures would plummet. Much of the 
world would freeze in a dark night of 
months of winter. Photosynthesis would 
cease. The chain of life would be sundered 
at countless points. The continuation of life 
on the planet could not be assured. 

This struggle is not fundamentally about 
MX. If MX funding had been denied and 
that misbeggotten system ended, we would 
still face scores of times overkill in the nu
clear arsenals of the two superpowers. Our 
goal is and always has been to remove the 
threat of nuclear annihilation from the 
world. We must continue our efforts, what
ever political party controls the White 
House or Congress, to reduce and finally 
eliminate nuclear weapons, and resolve dis
putes by peaceful means. We face three 
short-term objectives and one long-range 
goal essential to a continuation of human 
society. 

On the short-term, we must first end the 
quantitative <or vertical) arms race with the 
Soviet Union. The sheer size of the nuclear 
stockpiles must be reduced below the level 
of a potential nuclear winter: and then fi
nally eliminated entirely. This can be done 
by freezing, and then deeply cutting and fi
nally eliminating, the stockpiles of each side 
with multilateral and verifiable agreements 
between the nuclear-weapon states. Second, 
we must end the qualitative arms race, by 
which each side continues to "improve" its 
nuclear weapons in accuracy and in ability 
actually to use such weapons in war, rather 
than seeing nuclear weapons at best as de
terrents against any use by another of such 
weaponry. This can be done by a complete 
ban on further testing of nuclear weapons. 
A nation will not deploy a new weapon it 
cannot test. Third, the horizontal arms race, 
or the proliferation of nuclear weapons to 
nations not now possessing them, must 
cease. If we do not bring this spreading in
fection to a halt, we will soon face a world 
with 20 or 30 nuclear-weapon states. Terror
ist groups also will finally obtain nuclear 
weapons. Then nuclear war by accident, 
miscalculation, insanity or design will 
simply be a matter of time. This goal can 
only be accomplished when the major nucle
ar powers no longer maintain a position of 
unnatural superiority over non-nuclear 
states by the continual development of nu
clear weaponry. Only from such a position 
of legal and ethical behavior ourselves could 
the present nuclear states demand and then 
enforce abstinance from other states. The 
true drunk cannot preach the virtues of ab
stinance with credibility. 

But finally we face a greater challenge 
which surpasses even these enormous chal
lenges to politics and diplomacy. Even if we 
could by some magnificent flowering of 
international diplomacy somehow match 
the creativity of our Founding Fathers who 
gave us the American Constitution, and 
eliminate all nuclear weapons from the 
earth, the quest would not be over. For each 
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generation from this moment on must make 
the decision for itself whether to develop, 
deploy and eventually to use such weapons. 
The knowledge of nuclear weaponry is for
ever out of the bottle. We can never again 
return in innocence to a pre-nuclear Eden. 
We must somehow raise our consciousness, 
become aware that we as human beings 
have profoundly so much in common with 
each other that our real differences are 
minuscule by comparison. We must learn to 
see each other as basically indistinguishable 
from ourselves. We must not externalize 
evil. As we would not dismember ourselves 
we must not injure each other. Love of 
neighbor as oneself has been a concept cen
tral to the world's great religions and enemy 
love has been at the heart of the greatest 
teachings ever given. The ultimate wisdom, 
even necessity of such a vision should now 
be apparent to all who care about this 
planet and the life that exists upon it.e 

SOUTHEASTERN ARCHAEOLOGY 
COLLECTION OF THE UNIVER
SITY OF ARKANSAS EXHIBIT
ED AT THE NATIONAL GAL
LERY OF ART 

• Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I am 
very proud of a project sponsored by 
the University of Arkansas at Fayette
ville and the participation of its 
museum in an exhibition currently at 
the National Gallery of Art here in 
Washington. Nine priceless treasures 
from the university's southeastern ar
chaeology collection are included in 
the ancient art of the American wood
land Indians exhibition and will later 
tour other major museums through
out the country. 

Included from Arkansas are ceramic 
jars, effigy vessels, and other orna
ments that demonstrate life in prehis
toric North America from about 3000 
B.C. to A.O. 1600. They are specifically 
related to an environmental realm 
known as the woodlands, a region en
compassing the greater Mississippi 
Basin east to the eastern coastal plain, 
and from the Great Lakes south to the 
Gulf of Mexico. 

These objects were selected by some 
of the world's foremost archaeologists 
and art historians as those that best 
communicate a social and esthetic sig
nificance. We are proud that these ar
tifacts have been selected, in addition, 
because they demonstrate the impor
tance of the museum at the University 
of Arkansas and the contribution it 
continues to make to the State and its 
people. 

I congratulate the faculty and staff 
at Fayetteville for the work they have 
done in this important exhibition, and 
for the time and effort they spend on 
behalf of their students. I also com
mend this exhibition to my colleagues 
in the Senate.e 

CAN WE SA VE CAMBODIA? 
e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on 
May 7, 1985 the Washington Post pub
lished an essay by my good friend and 
colleague from New York, Representa-

tive STEPHEN J. SOLARZ, on why the 
United States should provide assist
ance to the non-Communist resistance 
movement in Cambodia. Representa
tive SOLARZ makes a most persuasive 
case that such assistance would be in 
the best interests of the United States. 
Such aid would demonstrate our com
mitment to freedom in Cambodia 
while ensuring that the nations of the 
Association of Southeast Asian Na
tions continue to play the primary role 
in this effort. 

Mr. President, I commend the article 
by Representative SOLARZ to my col
leagues, and ask that it be printed in 
full in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
CFrom the Washington Post, May 7, 19851 

HELP THE DEMOCRATIC RESISTANCE 

(By Stephen J. Solarz> 
The United States has two overriding ob

jectives in Cambodia. One is to secure the 
withdrawal of Vietnam, thereby permitting 
the Cambodian people to determine their 
own destiny and reducing the Vietnamese 
threat to Thailand. The other is to prevent 
the return of the Khmer Rouge, thereby 
saving the Cambodian people from the mur
derous rule of Pol Pot. 

Both of these objectives require a stronger 
noncommunist resistance movement. The 
continued presence of 50,000 Vietnamese 
troops in Laos, despite the absence of any 
genuine resistance movement in that coun
try, makes it clear that the 170,000 Viet
namese troops in Cambodia will leave only 
if significant political and military pressure 
is mounted against them. And if Vietnam 
does withdraw from Cambodia, a militarily 
viable noncommunist resistance will be es
sential to prevent Pol Pot from returning to 
power. 

For these reasons, the House Foreign Af
fairs Committee, with overwhelming biparti
san support, recently voted to provide $5 
million in military assistance to the two 
noncommunist resistance forces in Cambo
dia. 

Opponents of this initiative contend that 
the Cambodians will never be able to drive 
the Vietnamese out, and that our aid will 
only increase the suffering of the Cambodi
an people. There is, to be sure, no way the 
resistance movement can force the more 
powerful Vietnamese out of Cambodia. But 
the resistance movement could make the Vi
etnamese occupation so costly that Hanoi 
would be willing to withdraw its troops as 
part of a political settlement. In the past 
few years, the noncommunist resistance 
forces have increased from several hundred 
to more than 20,000 armed men, and as Wil
liam Branigin pointed out recently in The 
Post, Cambodia is becoming Vietnam's 
"Vietnam." 

With additional supplies and support, the 
noncommunist forces could substantially in
crease the number of their men under arms 
and thus intensify the pressure on Vietnam 
to negotiate a settlement. For America to 
refrain from assisting the forces of freedom 
in Cambodia would not end the resistance, 
but only diminish its prospects for success. 
It is not up to us to decide whether the 
Cambodian people will carry on their strug
gle for freedom and independence. The only 
question we face is whether to aid them in 
that effort. 

Some have argued against American as
sistance on the grounds that U.S. aid might 

end up in the hands of Pol Pot and his mur
derous forces. It would, indeed, be unthink
able for any American assistance to go to 
the Khmer Rouge. Yet with three separate 
resistance movements operating in three 
different areas, procedures can surely be 
adopted to prevent the diversion of our as
sistance. 

Others have expressed the concern that 
U.S. aid would eventually lead to the re
introduction of American combat forces into 
Southeast Asia. Yet it is precisely because 
of our previous involvement in Indochina 
that there is no possibility limited amounts 
of U.S. aid would lead to the re-involvement 
of American troops. 

Critics have also contended that $5 mil
lion would not make a difference in Cambo
dia. Yet $5 million represents roughly 30 
percent of what would be required for a sig
nificant and feasible expansion of the demo
cratic resistance over the next year. An 
American contribution in this amount 
would demonstrate our commitment to 
Cambodia's freedom while ensuring that the 
countries of the Association of Southeast 
Asian Nations continue to play the primary 
role in this effort. It would also heighten 
the morale of the democratic resistance in 
the wake of the recent Vietnamese offensive 
and encourage the ASEAN countries to con
tinue their support. 

American aid for Cambodia's democratic 
resistance would not justify, as some fear, a 
resumption of our assistance to the contras 
in Nicaragua. There are significant differ
ences between these two conflicts. In Cam
bodia, as in Afghanistan, an indigenous re
sistance movement is fighting to achieve the 
withdrawal of a foreign army of occupation, 
and virtually all of our friends in the region 
have welcomed the possibility of U.S. assist
ance to the noncommunist forces. In Nicara
gua, the contras are attempting to over
throw an internationally recognized govern
ment, and most countries in the region are 
opposed to U.S. involvement in what is es
sentially a civil war. 

What is at stake in Cambodia is the fate 
not just of a country but of a civilization. 
The Vietnamese are already colonizing 
Cambodia with hundreds of thousands of 
Vietnamese "settlers." They have begun to 
"Vietnamize" not just the countryside but 
the culture of Cambodia. 

So long as the Cambodian people them
selves are willing to resist, we have a politi
cal and moral interest in helping them. By 
refusing to aid those courageous Cambodi
ans who are fighting for democracy and 
self-determination, we would be legitimizing 
the Vietnamese occupation at best and fa
cilitating the return of the Khmer Rouge at 
worst. Surely the Cambodian people deserve 
better than that.e 

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY 
ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that once the 
Senate completes its business today it 
stand in recess until the hour of 9:30 
a.m. on Wednesday, June 19, 1985. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 
ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF CERTAIN SENATORS 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, following the 
two leaders under the standing order, 
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there be special orders in favor of the 
following Senators for not to exceed 
15 minutes each: Senators HATFIELD, 
PROXMIRE, BYRD, CRANSTON, INOUYE, 
and MOYNIHAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDERS FOR ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS AND 
RECESS BETWEEN 11 A.M. AND 12 NOON 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, following the 
special orders just identified, there be 
a period for the transaction of routine 
morning business, if time permits, not 
to extend beyond the hour of 11 a.m., 
with statements therein limited to 5 
minutes each. 

Following routine morning business, 
at 11 a.m., I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate stand in recess until 

12 o'clock noon for all Senators to 
attend a briefing dealing with the hos
tage situation in Beirut. 

When the Senate reconvenes at 12 
o'clock noon, it will be the intention of 
the majority leader to turn to any or 
all of the following items: S. 408, small 
business; S. 49, the gun bill; S. 990, 
NOAA oceans; H.R. 2577, the supple
mental; or H.R. 47, the coin bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I am sure the dis
tinguished acting Republican leader 
did not intend that the fifth para
graph which he read would be a part 
of the unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. McCLURE. No; it is just an iden
tification of the possible intention. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
unanimous-consent request as stated, 

not including the last paragraph; with
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. McCLURE. I thank the distin

guished minority leader, and I thank 
the Chair. 

RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
know of no further business to come 
before the Senate. 

Therefore, I move, in accordance 
with the order just entered, that the 
Senate stand in recess until 9:30 a.m. 
tomorrow. 

Thereupon, at 6:08 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until tomorrow, Wednesday, 
June 19, 1985, at 9:30 a.m. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Almighty God, creator of the world 
and counselor and sustainer of those 
who trust in You, we ask Your bless
ing upon all who have any need, espe
cially those held hostage in distant 
lands. May Your spirit give courage 
and strength to them and to their 
families. Our hearts reach out in the 
bond of concern to those who are anx
ious, even as we pray for understand
ing and for peace. In Your holy name, 
we pray, Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed a bill of 
the following title, in which the con
currence of the House is requested: 

S. 1128. An act to amend the Clean Water 
Act, and for other purposes. 

PRIVATE CALENDAR 
The SPEAKER. This is Private Cal

endar day. The Clerk will call the first 
individual bill on the Private Calen
dar. 

CERTAIN FORMER FLIGHT EN
GINEERS OF WESTERN AIR
LINES 
The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 484) 

for the relief of certain flight engi
neers of Western Airlines. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
bill be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

MEALS ON WHEELS OF THE 
MONTEREY PENINSULA, INC. 

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1095) 

for the relief of Meals on Wheels of 
the Monterey Peninsula, Inc. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
bill be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. This concludes the 

call of the Private Calendar. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLA-
TION TO COMBAT CHILD 
ABUSE AND NEGLECT 
<Mr. LEVINE of California asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute, and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. 
Speaker, every year over 1 million 
cases of child abuse and neglect are re
ported. In my home State of Califor
nia reports of sexual abuse increased 
228 percent from 1977 to 1981, and re
ports of physical abuse increased 115 
percent during the same period. Today 
my colleagues from California, the 
gentleman from California CMr. ED
WARDS] and the gentleman from Cali
fornia CMr. MILLER], and I are intro
ducing legislation that will provide 
needed protections to the children of 
our Nation. 

We are learning, Mr. Speaker, that 
child abuse is not a new crime, rather 
it is a newly reported crime. 

We are learning that child abuse is 
not an isolated crime; it occurs fre
quently and at every level of our socie
ty. And we are learning that our jus
tice system simply is not prepared to 
deal with this crime against young and 
frightened victims. 

Our legislation will require the Fed
eral Government to play a more con
structive role in combating child 
abuse. The bill will increase reporting 
of child abuse incidents by permitting 
the personnel in federally funded drug 
and alcohol treatment programs to 
report suspected cases of child abuse. 

Second, it will require the FBI to in
clude a specific category for child 
abuse in its criminal files, document
ing these crimes. 

Third, it will direct the National 
Center on Child Abuse and Neglect to 
provide State officials throughout the 
country with materials to assist them 
in combating child abuse. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join in 
introducing this vital legislation, and I 
would urge and welcome the cospon
sorship of our colleagues in the House. 

HIJACKING GIVES RISE TO PRO
POSAL ON AIR TRAVEL REGU
LATIONS 
<Mr. McKINNEY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
hijacking of TWA Flight 847 has once 
again left this Nation frustrated and 
outraged. Once again American citi
zens are in danger because of the act 
of mindless terrorists and in fact the 
sloppiness of airport security within 
another nation. 

I will be presenting to my colleagues 
today a "Dear Colleague" letter to join 
with me in antihijacking amendments. 
Under this new bill the Secretary of 
the Department of Transportation 
would be directed to immediately sus
pend all U.S. airlines from landing in a 
nation where a hijacking has taken 
place and to close direct travel from 
said nation to this Nation. If security 
is not improved within 48 hours, the 
Secretary of the Department of Trans
portation, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State, would prohibit all 
foreign commercial airlines which 
have stops in said nation from landing 
in the United States. The Secretary of 
the Department of Transportation 
may rescind the above restrictions 
when it has been determined to the 
satisfaction of the Department of 
Transportation that that nation's air
ports are in security compliance. The 
Secretary of the Department of Trans
portation would be given the power to 
suspend U.S. airline travel to and from 
a nation which will not improve its se
curity as recommended by DOT's 
Office of Civil Aviation Security and 
to impose restrictions on operations of 
that nation in the United States. 

The Secretary would be instructed 
to study and examine the security 0f 
international airports in the system 
where American citizens are required 
to travel, and report on the safety of 
all these airports. 

I would simply suggest, Mr. Speaker, 
that lax security has cost a young 
American his life in a brutal murder 
and taken the Middle East to the 
brink of war. Something must be done, 
and this Nation must stand firm 
behind the principle that nations who 
enjoy the benefit of international air 
privileges, must live up to their re
sponsibilities to provide secure air
ports. 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMIT

TEE ON MERCHANT MARINE 
OF COMMITTEE ON MER
CHANT MARINE AND FISHER
IES TO SIT DURING THE 5-
MINUTE RULE TODAY, TUES
DAY, JUNE 18, 1985 
Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Merchant Marine of the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries be permitted to sit at 2 p.m. 
on Tuesday, June 18, 1985, for the pur
pose of marking up H.R. 2485, relating 
to the repayment of construction-dif
ferential subsidies. 

The ranking minority member of the 
committee, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. LENT] and the ranking mi
nority member of the subcommittee, 
the gentleman from Kentucky CMr. 
SNYDER] have been apprised of the 
markup date and time and are in 
accord with this request. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUM
BIA TO FILE REPORT ON H.R. 
2776 
Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia have 
until midnight tonight to file its 
report on H.R. 2776. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
the District of Columbia? 

There was no objection. 

URGING UNIFIED SUPPORT OF 
THE PRESIDENT IN DEALING 
WITH HOSTAGE SITUATION 
<Mr. GEKAS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, now is 
the time for all good Members to come 
to the aid of the President of the 
United States. The crisis facing all 
America in the keeping and holding of 
the hostages calls for all of us in one 
strong voice to support the leadership 
of the President of the United States 
as he tries to unravel this mess. 

It does no good for 435 Members of 
the Congress to individually prescribe 
actions to be taken or remedies to be 
applied when this very precise time 
unified action is required. We must 
depend on and support the President 
of the United States as he consults 
with his Secretary of State, with the 
international community, with the 
International Red Cross, and with the 
allies that we have around the world 
so that the applicable pressure can be 
applied on the situation to resolve it in 
as swiftly a fashion as possible so that 

our hostages can be returned safely to 
their homes. 

Mr. Speaker, individual remedies by 
individual Members of Congress can 
only confuse the issue. Let us support 
the Chief Executive as he tries to un
ravel this mess at this critical moment 
in our history. 

A CALL FOR IMMEDIATE 
REVIEW OF SECURITY AT FOR
EIGN AIRPORTS 
<Mr. BIAGGI asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, as the 
hostage ordeal continues for the ill 
fated passengers aboard TWA Flight 
847, we offer our continued prayers 
for their safe and immediate release. 

Yet, there is a larger issue here-one 
that poses a threat to the hundreds of 
thousands of Americans who travel 
overseas each year. How safe are air
ports in foreign nations? An obvious 
culprit in the TWA hijacking was lax 
security at the Athens Airport, com
pounded by an almost total lack of se
curity at the Beirut Airport. 

Today I call upon both the Depart
ments of State and Transportation to 
conduct immediate reviews of security 
at foreign airports and to issue a direc
tive to all U.S. carriers suspending 
their service into those airports which 
lack adequate security to combat 
armed hijackers. At the very least, we 
should insist on security equivalent to 
what we find in U.S. airports where 
skyjackings have been dramatically re
duced in recent years. 

USE OF FORCE NECESSARY IN 
DEALING WITH TERRORISTS 
<Mr. GREGG asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. Speaker, when an 
American sailor is singled out and 
murdered simply because he is an 
American, the time has come for 
America to meet force with force when 
addressing such terrorist activity. 
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Upon the return to America of the 

hostages now being held in Lebanon, 
or should any more of our people be 
harmed, we as a nation must respond 
to this act with the destruction of 
those forces which undertake this 
form of organized barbarism. 

We are the most powerful nation in 
the world and one of the primary pur
poses of that power should be the pro
tection of our citizens. Unless the or
chestrators of this terrorism under
stand that we intend and we have the 
ability to use that force, we will never 
be able to address their activities. We 
will be considered impotent. 

The murder of this American citizen 
was a villainous act. It was an act 

against all Americans and it is one 
that needs to be responded to. 

LEGISLATION ON VETERANS' 
HOMES FORECLOSURES 

<Mr. SUNDQUIST asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Speaker, 
today I am introducing legislation that 
is designed to speed up the sale of 
homes on which the Veterans' Admin
istration has foreclosed. My interest in 
this comes from the fact that there is 
almost a year's time between foreclo
sure and resale on those homes. Addi
tionally, there is a $10,000 loss to the 
Federal Government on each foreclo
sure. When you consider there are 
presently 30,000 of these homes, the 
lost revenue becomes significant. 

Essentially, my legislation would 
provide a substantial discount on the 
price of a home for the veteran, first 
time home buyer. If the home has re
mained idle for 3 to 6 months, a 20-
percent discount would be provided; 7 
to 12 months, a 25-percent discount; 
over 1 year, a 30-percent discount. I 
strongly believe that rapidly reselling 
these homes at discounts would in
crease the flow of cash to the loan 
guaranty fund and diminish the need 
for the Congress to appropriate funds, 
while also reducing the need for an in
crease in the loan origination fee. 

Mr. Speaker, I am hopeful hearings 
will soon be held on this initiative. I 
have been in touch with veterans orga
nizations and the real estate communi
ty, and I expect that they will provide 
testimony in support of my proposal. 
Further, I urge my colleagues to offei: 
their support of this proposal. 

ROBERT STETHEM, A BRAVE 
YOUNG MAN 

<Mr. DYSON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. DYSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to speak about a sad and tragic 
loss. A loss for my district and a loss 
for our entire Nation. Whenever we 
lose the life of a vital young person 
the effects of that loss can be felt 
around the world. We have a cancer in 
this world called terrorism and this 
week it touched my congressional dis
trict and snuffed out the life of Robert 
Stethem of Waldorf, MD. Waldorf is 
located in southern Maryland and is a 
quiet place filled with rolling farm
lands. The pain of ruthless brutality 
has shattered this quiet place and re
minded us all of the horror of an un
settled world. 

Robert Stethem was a fresh-faced 
young graduate of Thomas Stone High 
School in 1980. Mr. Speaker, I just de-
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livered the graduating address to that 
very school a few days ago. In my re
marks I warned them that we live in a 
difficult and dangerous world. I re
minded them that they must leave 
that ceremony with the spirit of peace 
in their heart or there would be no 
peace. I reminded them that they 
must leave that room with a determi
nation to make this country strong or 
we would be at the hands of those who 
would take from us the peaceful life 
we cherish so much in this Nation. 

When the terrorists took this won
derful young Thomas Stone graduate, 
who had been so popular with his 
classmates, who had run his football 
to touchdown after touchdown in win
ning football games for Thomas Stone, 
and kicked and beat him senseless, 
they were assaulting the soul of our 
Nation and the heart of my district. 
When they took this fine young man 
and put a bullet in his head they were 
trying to snuff out the life of our 
country. 

Well Mr. Speaker, they failed. Be
cause the brave spirit of that wonder
ful southern Maryland graduate lives 
on in the hearts and souls of all Amer
icans. And they will take rank behind 
Robert Stethem's memory and carry 
on the endless fight for freedom, de
mocracy, and peace until the end of 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I add my voice to the 
millions of prayers in America and 
those from around the globe for the 
release of those hostages still in jeop
ardy. I send my words of comfort to 
the family and friends of Robbie and 
promise them that we will never stop 
fighting for peace in this world, and I 
promise them that this Congress will 
never end the ceaseless quest for an 
answer to the mindlessness of terror
ism. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2124 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 2124. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
SCHEUER). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Ken
tucky? 

There was no objection. 

REPORT 
MARTIN 
FEDERAL 
SION 

ON PROGRESS OF 
LUTHER KING, JR. 

HOLIDAY COMMIS-

<Mr. REGULA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, during 
the 98th Congress, this body passed 
legislation creating the Martin Luther 
King, Jr. Federal Holiday Commission. 
The charge of this Commission is to 
advise and encourage appropriate ac-

tivities for our country's first national 
holiday commemorating the birthday 
of Martin Luther King, Jr. on January 
20, 1986. 

As one of four Members of the 
House appointed to this Commission, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
report to my colleagues on the 
progress of this Commission. 

Mrs. Coretta King and Hon. James 
Thompson, Governor of the State of 
Illi ... 1ois serve as chair and vice-chair 
respectively. The 31 commissioners are 
representatives from government, 
business, religious, labor, and enter
tainment, and their diversity reflects 
this body's commitment to encourage 
Americans from all walks of life to 
join in this celebration. 

The Commission has set forth a plan 
of action which is intended to facili
tate its task of uniting the Nation in 
this commemoration of Dr. King's life 
and work for civil rights. We intend to 
promote activities in education, among 
youth, through the various forms of 
media, and a variety of other events at 
the State and local level. 

Recently, the Commission estab
lished "Living the Dream" as the 
theme for the 1986 holiday. In select
ing this theme, the Commission de
sires that all Americans celebrate on 
January 20, 1986 and continue after 
that day to reaffirm their commit
ment to the ideals of freedom, justice, 
and opportunity for all. 

As cochairman of the legislative 
committee, it is my task to encourage 
each of the 50 States and the U.S. ter
ritories to enact State holidays in con
junction with the Federal holiday. 

Another committee is calling upon 
State Governors to create State holi
day commissions which would plan 
celebrations in the States. Today, I am 
calling on each of you, as you travel to 
your home districts, to encourage your 
States to enact such holidays and then 
to take part in State holiday celebra
tion activities. 

Let us join together in making the 
first celebration of the Martin Luther 
King, Jr. holiday a success. 

DEVASTATING EFFECT OF 
TRADE DEFICIT IN U.S. MANU
FACTUIUNG 
<Mr. MAcKA Y asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.> 

Mr. MAcKA Y. Mr. Speaker, today 
the Wall Street Journal reported that 
the U.S. trade deficit was $30 billion in 
the first quarter of 1985. Following 
last year's $101 billion deficit, the 
United States has been transformed 
into a debtor nation. 

In 2 years, the United States has 
frittered away our position as the 
world's largest creditor nation. By the 
end of 1985, we will be the largest 

debtor nation in the world, substan
tially exceeding Brazil and Mexico. 

The effect of this trade deficit on 
the U.S. manufacturing sector has 
been devastating. The overvalued 
dollar means that producers and work
ers now face the equivalent of a 40-
percent tax on their exports and must 
compete with a 40-percent subsidy on 
foreign goods and services sold to 
Americans. No industry is being 
spared, including our once dominant 
computer industry, as illustrated by 
the recent layoff by Apple Computer 
of 25 percent of its employees. 

This problem cannot be blamed on 
anyone else. It is caused by our failure 
to balance the Federal budget. My 
hope is that with or without the Presi
dent's leadership, the Congress will 
take the initiative and enact a signifi
cant deficit reduction this year. 

MID-CAREER MATH AND 
SCIENCE TEACHER PROGRAM 

<Mr. CHANDLER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
introducing legislation today designed 
to provide mid- and late-career prof es
sionals who already possess back
grounds in math and science with the 
training to become classroom teachers. 
With the shortage of math and science 
teachers and an expected 25 percent 
drop over the next dozen years in the 
number of 18 to 25 year olds, I believe 
we must look to nontraditional sources 
for our teachers. The Mid-Career 
Math and Science Teacher Program 
uses mid- to late-career professionals 
with an interest in teaching to im
prove education at the precollegiate 
level. The program provides teacher 
training to individuals with an educa
tional background and experience in 
math and science. 

The Harvard Graduate School of 
Education developed this innovative 
approach to teaching. They have been 
astounded at the number of appli
cants. Many potential participants are 
eligible for early retirement or volun
tary severance plans. Depending on 
the industry and the employee's 
status, good pension plans are avail
able. For many individuals in the mid
to late-career category, the two most 
significant financial expenses of their 
careers-mortgage payments and col
lege tuitions-are well behind them. 
With potential tax advantages and 
changing financial requirements, a 
new career in teaching may not be as 
economically constraining for a mid
career professional as it would be for a 
young college graduate. Teaching also 
enables many of these professionals an 
opportunity to serve-a way to fnlf ill a 
dream. 
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My legislation would create a 2-year 

pilot project geared to encourage 
growth in finding teachers from non
traditional sources. One institution 
would be chosen from each of the 10 
Federal regions based upon competi
tive application. The programs are in
tended to assist the mid- to late-career 
professional in changing to the teach
ing profession. Participants would 
need a degree and job experience in 
mathematics or science or both. The 
institution would be directed to design 
a program which includes a screening 
mechanism to choose individuals who 
would be likely to succeed as class
room teachers. The active participa
tion of qualified classroom teachers 
would be required as well as follow-up 
assistance. Upon completion of the in
tensive study, individuals would be cer
tified teachers. 

This program would provide desper
ately needed teachers who would 
present a new perspective to the pre
collegiate level of math and science. I 
urge my colleagues to cosponsor this 
innovative approach to education. 
Please join me in encouraging this 
novel and worthwhile approach. 

D 1220 

UNITY REGARDING HOSTAGE 
CRISIS 

<Mr. DURBIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the most bitter pills for a politician to 
swallow is his own words. 

Over the last several days I have re
peatedly heard references to President 
Reagan's criticism of President 
Carter's handling of the hostage crisis 
in Tehran. Although I personally have 
frequently differed with the President 
on foreign policy, and took this floor 
last week to disagree with the adminis
tration's policy in Central America, I 
believe the taking of American hos
tages in Beirut requires us to put our 
political loyalties aside. 

It is time for the United States to 
speak with one voice for the safe 
return of our hostages from Beirut 
and for a firm foreign policy in regard 
to terrorist threats. 

I urge my colleagues to close ranks 
not as Democrats or Republicans, but 
as fellow Americans standing together 
in this crisis. 

AMERICAN-ISRAELI BOND AND 
TERRORISM 

<Mr. COURTER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks. 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, over 
the TWA airliner's radio, the Shiite 
gunmen have laid blame for the 
present hijacking on American aid to 

Israel and U.S. approval of the 1982 Is
raeli intervention in Lebanon. 

The terrorists have separated Ameri
cans with Jewish-sounding names 
from the other passengers, just as, at 
Entebbe years ago, a German woman 
bearing a submachine gun separated 
non-Jewish hijacking victims from 
Jewish ones a few of whom still bore 
the 30-year-old tatoo marks of the con
centration camps. 

The hostages in Beirut are now in 
the bands of a Muslim militia leader 
who is fiercely opposed to any Israeli 
influence in Lebanon, but who never 
attacks the Syrian troops who hold so 
much of that country. 

Finally, the condition for the release 
of the Americans is the Israeli release 
of their Shiite prisoners. 

Once again, Mr. Speaker, we have a 
terrorist attack aimed at the United 
States-Israeli bond. This link-senti
mental, moral, financial, political, mili
tary-has been the avowed target of 
scores of major terrorist attacks all 
over the world in the last two decades. 
If terrorism is war-and it is-the 
United States-Israeli alliance is one of 
its chief strategic targets. 

Once again, we will hear people say 
that if only we would break that bond, 
our troubles would end. But the whis
pers of others who wonder, in the 
present crisis, "whether the Israelis 
might handle this one for us" are 
more than a confession of apparent 
American indecisiveness; they are a 
confirmation of something we do 
know: Israel is the only sovereign de
mocracy in the Middle East and the 
only American ally there of undeni
able reliability and tenacity. 

PROTECTION OF AMERICANS 
TRAVELING ABROAD 

<Mr. ANDERSON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, as 
you are well aware, we are now well 
into day five of the odyssey involving 
TWA flight 847. As I speak, more than 
40 innocent American tourists contin
ue to be held hostage by Shiite 
Moslem fanatics in Beirut. 

The pictures of this unfolding drama 
which we have seen on our television 
screens provoke feelings of fear, frus
tration, humiliation and perhaps most 
of all, anger. 

Since the State Department began 
keeping statistics in 1968, there have 
been many thousands of international 
terrorist incidents. And, unfortunate
ly, American citizens and U.S. inter
ests remain a primary target of many 
of these violent attacks. 

Today, I intend to reintroduce legis
lation-which I first introduced 7 
years ago when I chaired the Subcom
mittee on Aviation-to help protect 
Americans traveling abroad. 

My bill requires the President to 
compile a list of countries which ac
tively support international terrorism 
and to impose specified sanctions 
against such countries. These sanc
tions include the elimination of assist
ance under the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961, other than international dis
aster assistance, and refusal to sell any 
defense articles or services, or to 
extend any credit, under the Arms 
Export Control Act. 

The bill also requires the Secretary 
of Transportation to assess security 
measures at foreign airports. If these 
airports do not meet internationally 
established standards, the Secretary 
must give notice to the traveling 
public and the Secretary is authorized, 
with the approval of the Secretary of 
State, to revoke the operating author
ity of United States and foreign air 
carriers which use the foreign airport 
to provide air service to the United 
States. Further, the bill sets criminal 
penalties of up to $10,000 in fines and 
20 years in prison, or both, for the hi
jacking of an aircraft. 

Another provision of the bill re
quires the tagging of car-sensitive ex
plosives with a material which can be 
detected prior to detonation and 
which would allow identification of 
the source of the explosive fallowing 
detonation. 

Although there is no single solution 
or answer to deal with this difficult 
and deadly problem, I think my bill 
will help protect millions of innocent 
Americans who travel through air
ports at home and especially abroad. 

DAVID PACKARD CHAIRS 
PENTAGON TASK FORCE 

<Mr. DREIER of California asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, as we begin debate on the 
Defense Department authorization bill 
it is very important for us to remem
ber that while Ronald Reagan has 
fought for a strong defense posture it 
was Ronald Reagan who back in 1981 
asked us to put in place an inspector 
general to ensure that waste, fraud, 
and abuse would be eliminated from 
the Pentagon. It is Ronald Reagan 
who just yesterday formally, an
nounced that a former top-ranking 
Department of Defense official, my 
fellow Californian, David Packard, will 
continue in that attempt to ferret out 
waste, fraud, and abuse as he will 
chair a task force to do just that. 

I congratulate the President for 
working toward a strong yet cost eff ec
tive defense posture. 
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RESTRAINT IN CRISIS PREVENTION OF TERRORISM 

<Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, we 
are all terribly saddened by the awful 
hostage situation that is going on, and 
I think all of us want to make perfect
ly clear that the first order of business 
is to get the hostages out alive. They 
are totally innocent. They are as inno
cent as any group of hostages ever has 
been and their safety has to be our 
first goal. Everything we do should be 
focused on their safety. 

I want to point out some of the un
finished business that we left behind 
after Iran. Earlier this year I intro
duced a hostage relief bill at the re
quest of the hostage families from the 
Iranian era. People are not aware of 
the fact that they never got any remu
neration for the fact that they were 
kept for over 400 days. Our Govern
ment never reimbursed them. 

Second, I think many people are not 
aware of the fact that this Govern
ment held to the Algiers agreement 
which prevented our hostages or their 
family from being able to sue the Ira
nian Government for damages after 
the incident had occurred. So they 
were absolutely shut out from pursu
ing any suits against Iran in interna
tional courts, although most people 
felt they would have had a very good 
case since this was clearly state-sup
ported terrorism. 

What has happened in these awful 
hostage situations is that when they 
are over we are so relieved they are 
over that we never go back and think 
what we can do to prevent future in
stance. I hope we learn from that. I 
hope we finally pay the debt owed to 
the people who are in Iran and move 
forward to do everything we can in 
working with other countries to try 
and prevent the type of circumstances 
that would ever allow this type of 
thing to happen again. 

DIPLOMATIC AND MILITARY 
PASSPORTS DANGEROUS IN 
INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL 
<Mr. DORNAN of California asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to give a warning 
to all of my colleagues, having flown 
on TWA flight 847 a few months ago 
from Athens to Rome. 

As with most Members here, when I 
was a freshman Member in 1977 I was 
given an opportunity to procure three 
passports, the standard blue passport 
that most Americans use in foreign 
travel, a red official passport which is 
identical to the one used by most U.S. 
Government employees including all 
of our American military personnel, 

plus the black diplomatic passport re
served for White House key staff, U.S. 
Foreign Service Officers and U.S. Con
gressmen and Senators. 

Well, I was traveling with a red offi
cial passport on TWA flight 847 and 
now we're told that the two murdering 
thugs made all of oui'" innocent hos
tages hold their passports over their 
heads and then the terrorists looked 
for those official and diplomatic pass
ports. The killers did not isolate first 
those people with possible Jewish sur
names. That was their third category 
for vicious special treatment. The first 
passenger the thugs went after were 
those holding up diplomatic passports. 
Then they went after those with red 
official passports, and that is how they 
identified our young navy serviceman. 
They viciously beat this brave young 
sailor from Maryland, Petty Officer 
Robert Stethem and eventually exe
cuted him while his hands were tied 
because, and only because, he served 
all his fell ow Americans as a member 
of our military forces. 

I would recommend to every 
Member of this House, that they 
never, never travel again in foreign 
travel with their black or their red of
ficial passports. The simple procedure 
of using the standard blue passport 
could save you from abuse, torture, 
and even death. 
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If our country cannot defend U.S. 

citizens as we travel around this world, 
even on our own air carriers, the very 
least our Government can do is to 
avenge those who are murdered. After 
we have our TWA passengers safely 
back in this country, God willing, the 
United States must avenge the life of 
Robert Stethem. This 23-year-old 
sailor died serving his country. John 
15:13. I think we have reached the 
final watershed of terrorism around 
this world against Americans. 

Algeria must be made to pay a price 
for allowing TWA flight 847 to leave 
Algiers Airport when they should have 
shot out the planes' tires. And any 
American who travels through the air
port at Athens is a fool. American 
tourists should pass on the Greek 
Isles. Vist the Hawaiian Islands, go to 
the Caribbean Islands, but stay away 
from Athens. The airports in Greece 
have the worst security procedures of 
any nation in the world. There are at 
least 100 or so traveling students 
sleeping over-night at the Athens Air
port every spring and summer night. 
There is virtually no security for some 
flights. You take your life in your 
hands when you board a flight origi
nating there. Plus the Greek Prime 
Minister Andreous Popandreou has 
encouraged a climate of hatred for the 
United States in his country. Hatred 
that gives succor to murdering terror
ists. 

<Mr. ALEXANDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, the 
40 Americans who remain hostage at 
this moment have drawn world atten
tion to the impact that terrorism can 
have upon our lives. In attempting to 
deal with terrorism and the lives of 
these hostages, we sometimes forget 
that murder, kidnaping, and brutality 
is a way of life for many in the Middle 
East. While there is a tendency among 
some of us to lash out against this way 
of life, we are members of a civilized 
society which holds every human life 
sacred. While we all feel outraged over 
this latest incident, we must remember 
that only a unified determined re
sponse will win the release of the 
American hostages. 

At this difficult time I urge the sup
port of all Americans for the President 
in this crisis, and I ask for restraint 
among all of us until the crisis has 
ended and our fell ow Americans are 
returned safely to their families. 

LET US BRING THE HOSTAGES 
BACK SAFELY 

<Ms. FIEDLER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her 
remarks.) 

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Speaker, I too 
am here to speak for a moment about 
what is going on in Lebanon with the 
hostages. I happen to have a constitu
ent who is one of the 40 who is being 
held. His name is Thomas Murray. I 
would simply like to off er my prayers 
and hopes to the family of Mr. 
Murray, Jeannie, his lovely wife, and 
everyone else within his family, to 
make certain that we focus all of our 
positive attention on his and the bal
ance of the hostages' well being and 
return. 

I think one of the frustrating feel
ings that we have all° had is that we 
know how limited we are in a situation 
like this. We are angry, we are upset, 
we want to do something that ex
presses our frustration and, at the 
same time, we know how vulnerable as 
human beings we can be to somebody 
who has a knife at our throat or a gun 
at our back. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that the Presi
dent will continue to take every effort 
he can to expedite the hostages re
lease. 

I happen to agree with my colleague, 
BOB DORNAN, that following the con
clusion of their release, that we do 
take whatever actions are reasonable 
in light of this very vicious attack, and 
murder. 
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THE UNITED STATES AS A 

DEBTOR NATION 
<Mr. BONKER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, recently 
when I was in Peru, a country that is 
beset with serious economic problems, 
I had the privilege of meeting with 
President-elect Allen Garcia, to discuss 
Peru's status as a debtor nation. 

For the first time since 1914 so, too, 
is the United States a debtor nation. 
Economists predict that by 1989 the 
United States will owe foreign inves
tors over $1 trillion. What the net 
debtor's status means is that U.S. com
panies must export more to get for
eign currency just to pay interest on 
the accumulating debt. But exports 
have been going steadily down, as our 
industrial base is rapidly deteriorating. 
Our GNP growth rate for the first 
quarter of 1985 was under 1 percent. 

Our manufacturing capacity is now 
barely above 80 percent. We are even 
losing our competitive position when it 
comes to high technology. 

Last year for the first time we 
posted a trade deficit in technology of 
$8 billion. 

Time is running out for the adminis
tration to develop a trade policy that 
will correct this ominous trend. Other
wise, the United States will join Peru 
and other countries in Latin America 
as a debtor nation. 

LET'S THINK OF OUR CHIL
DREN-AND COMPROMISE ON 
DEFENSE 
<Mr. PORTER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to address myself to Members of 
the Senate who resist any further 
compromise on defense spending. 

Most of these Senators have chil
dren and many have grandchildren. 
Senator PETE DOMENIC!, the Budget 
Committee chalrman, a man for whom 
I have the highest respect, has seven 
children of his own. I have five. One of 
the reasons we both favor a strong na
tional defense is to ensure that Ameri
ca's freedoms will be preserved for 
today's children throughout their life
times. 

But somehow, when it comes to the 
budget, we end up sticking it to our 
children. Every year we tolerate a $200 
billion deficit means another $20 bil
lion our children will have to pay in 
extra taxes, every year, before they 
can spend a penny on whatever their 
defense needs will be at the time. 

Unless the Senate agrees to accept 
the House cuts in defense, the House 
will never agree to the Senate cuts in 
Social Security COLA's and other do
mestic spending. And, once again, it 

will be the children-Senator DoMEN- support that effort and help give it to 
1c1's children, my children, all our them. 
children-who will foot the bill. 

A VOTE FOR THE 
AUTHORIZATION FOR TITLE X 
<Mrs. LLOYD asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her 
remarks.) 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, today we 
will be voting on authorizations for 
title X and I urge its passage. 

Emotions justifiably run high when
ever the topic of family planning is 
raised. Abortion has become, in effect, 
a method of family planning. I am 
committed to stopping those abortions 
and on that my record is clear. This 
act contains no money for abortion. In 
fact, by definition, family planning ob
viates the need for abortion and fur
ther insures that every child is a 
wanted child. 

Through these family planning serv
ices we hope to reach those who might 
not otherwise seek family planning as
sistance. Some concern has been ex
pressed over colocation and I join the 
effort to ensure that abortion is in no 
way portrayed as an alternative. 

What we must do is prevent preg
nancies and to do that we must be re
alistic. We will save many more lives 
by being so. Sexual activity among 
teenagers is prevalent. The result, all 
too often is an unwanted pregnancy 
and, sadly abortion and suicide. Statis
tics now show that 4 of 10 14-year-olds 
will become pregnant while in their 
teens-some more than once. Pregnant 
teens are 7 to 10 times more likely to 
commit suicide than others. If we are 
to stop this cruel, inhumane cycle we 
must support this program. 

NICARAGUAN PEOPLE WANT 
FREEDOM AND ARE WILLING 
TO FIGHT FOR IT 
<Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.> 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. 
Speaker, many of my more liberal col
leagues have said on occasion that the 
people of Nicaragua like the govern
ment they have down there and that 
we should keep our nose out of that 
situation and let those people fend for 
themselves. 

Well, I hope they were watching 
"World News Tonight" last Saturday 
when Peter Jennings reported that 
400,000 people, one-tenth of the popu
lation of Nicaragua, took to the streets 
of Managua and demonstrated against 
the Communist government when Car
dinal Bravo returned. They said: 
"Christianity, yes, Communist no," 
and they tore down signs that the 
Communists were putting up. 

Those people want freedom and the 
people of the United States should 

I submit to my colleagues on this 
side of the aisle they should listen to 
what the people of Nicaragua are 
saying; they want freedom; and they 
are willing to fight for it. We should 
be willing to give them the tools that 
are necessary for them to regain their 
country. 

D 1240 

IRS REFUND DELAYS 
<Mr. PICKLE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, last 
week, I was informed by the IRS that 
over 1.1 million taxpayers still have 
not received their tax refunds for this 
past year. Further, the IRS still does 
not know how much interest the Gov
ernment owes these taxpayers because 
the refund checks have not even been 
processed. 

I am disappointed in the delays in 
processing these refunds. It is a great 
inconvenience to the taxpayers in
volved, and it costs the Federal Gov
ernment millions of dollars in unneces
sary interest payments. 

If the average refund is $830, as the 
IRS reports was the average refund 
amount this year, this means the total 
amount of outstanding refunds would 
be more than $913 million. The IRS 
must pay interest, at an annual rate of 
13 percent, on unpaid refunds. Last 
year, the IRS paid $209 million in in
terest payments on late refunds. This 
year, the IRS expects to pay even 
more. 

But going beyond the cost of the 
IRS delays to the Government we 
must concern ourselves with what this 
does to the confidence of the Ameri
can people in our tax system. Our 
system is based on voluntary compli
ance. If people lose faith in the IRS' 
ability to administer the Tax Code 
fairly, accurately, and promptly, it 
could spell disaster for the entire tax 
system. This is especially important at 
a time when we are considering a 
major reform of our Tax Code. All of 
our efforts to reform the code will be 
in vain if the IRS can't administer the 
code efficiently and promptly. We 
need to know why there has been this 
delay. 

My subcommittee will investigate 
this matter in a hearing this Friday, 
June 21, at 9 a.m., in room 1100, Long
worth. I will ask Commissioner Roscoe 
Egger to explain these developments. 

A BOLAND AMENDMENT WOULD 
TIE OUR HANDS IN LEBANON 
<Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
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for 1 minute, and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, all 
of us in the civilized world must decry 
the events that have taken place over 
the last few days aboard TWA flight· 
847. Some people have said we need to 
retaliate. 

I would just like to remind my col
leagues that if the Boland amend
ment, which is in effect in Nicaragua 
today by virtue of passage of legisla
tion in this House over the last couple 
of years, if that amendment were in 
place in Lebanon as opposed to Nicara
gua, there would not be a darn th~ng 
that we could do about this out.rage. 
There would be no retaliation under 
any circumstances, for retaliation 
would be prohibited by U.S. law. 

VOTE AGAINST PASSAGE OF 
H.R. 2369 ON THE SUSPENSION 
CALENDAR 
<Mr. DANNEMEYER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker 
and Members, today very shortly the 
House will vote on H.R. 2369, Family 
Planning. There are some amend
ments that some of us on the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce, when 
this bill was considered, would like to 
bring to the attention of the Members 
today on the floor, because they 
present very profound policy ques
tions, but since the matter is on the 
Suspension Calendar we will be pre
cluded from doing that. 

Also, the rules of the House say that 
measures providing for authorizations 
in excess of $100 million generally 
speaking do not belong on the Suspen
sion Calendar. This measure calls for 
authorization in 1986 fiscal year of in 
excess of $142 million. 

I submit that a measure of this mag
nitude, with all of the policy implica
tions and the money that is involved, 
does not belong on the Suspension 
Calendar. 

Three of us, members of the commit
tee that considered it, in the Energy 
and Commerce Committee, signed a 
Dear Colleague letter asking for a no 
vote on the Suspension Calendar this 
morning so that we can bring it up 
under a regular rule so that we will 
have an opportunity of offering 
amendments for the consideration of 
the House. 

I ask your no vote on the matter on 
suspension. 

SHIITE TERRORISTS' DISPLAY 
OF ANTISEMITISM CANNOT BE 
TOLERATED IN NEGOTIATIONS 
(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, 40 
years ago, millions of men, women, 

and children were summarily mur
dered in Europe. In many instances, 
Nazi murderers asked people who were 
thought to be Jews to line up at one 
door; who were thought to be non
J ews to line up at another door. 

After the world learned of this 
horror, it vowed never again. Today, 
Shiite terrorists, the modern-day Men
geles of the world, have once again in 
the rankest display of antisemitism, 
segregated American citizens on the 
basis of religion. Those with Jewish
sounding names have been taken off 
the plane and put in one place; the 
rest in another place. 

Our Nation should make clear, all 
hostages must be treated equally, and 
our negotiations should continue to 
treat the hostages exactly the same, 
and the world must make clear that 
these terrorists are no better than the 
Hitlers, the Eichmanns, the Mengeles, 
and they should be regarded in exactly 
the same light. 

STOP AMERICAN AIRCRAFT 
GOING THROUGH ATHENS 
AIRPORT 
<Mr. LEWIS of California asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute, and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Spea.k
er, it was my intention today to intro
duce a measure that would essentially 
keep American aircraft from landing 
at the airport in Athens, an airport 
that is notorious for its lack of eff ec
tive security. Further, my proposal 
would call upon the Depertment of 
Transportation to develop a process 
for reviewing antiterrorist procedures 
throughout the world to make certain 
that every antiterrorist system known 
is being used for the protection of 
tourist flying abroad. 

Earlier in the day, two of my col
leagues, the gentleman from Delaware 
CMr. McKINNEY] and the gentleman 
from California CMr. ANDERSON] intro
duced similar measures, so it is my in
tention to Join them in their efforts to 
establish a comprehensive program 
dealing with the problem of airline 
safety throughout the world. 

Beyond that point, Mr. Speaker, I 
think it is critical that we recognize 
that the American people are united 
in their outrage at this sort of terror
ist activity. It is critical that we in the 
House present a unified voice in sup
port of the President as he first work:; 
for the freedom of those hostages, and 
from that point designs a policy that 
will prevent this sort of unacceptable 
action in the future. 

WE MUST ENSURE THE SAFETY 
OF U.S. CITIZENS .ABROAD 

<Mrs. COLLINS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her 
remarks.) 

Mrs. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, all of 
us are justifiably appalled and con
cerned by the actions of the current 
Shiite outlaws in Beirut. The kidnap
ping and murder of innocents are to
tally reprehensible and it is an unac
ceptable way for any organization or 
country to conduct its international 
relations. 

Yet, much of the talk we hear these 
days is of military action and a refusal 
to negotiate any settlement short of 
an unconditional surrender by the ter
rorists. The United States must "save 
face" they say. Indeed, the faces we 
must save are of the 43 American citi
zens on which there is the horror of 
possible death at the hands of fanat
ics. In our anger, let us not forget that 
the first responsibility of the United 
States abroad, to ensure the safety of 
our citizens. 

After this crisis has been resolved, 
we must sit down with our allies and 
discuss the prevention of future ter
rorism. If Americans are to be using 
foreign airports, they must be guaran
teed of their security procedures. Our 
intelligence agencies must cooperate 
with their foreign counterparts to 
obtain information on the planned 
acts of terrorist groups. Finally, a 
credible military antiterrorist unit 
must exist as a final deterrent. 

Above all, we must make the saving 
of lives our first priority, combined 
with a determination not to allow ter
rorism to dictate the course of world 
politics. 

CHILDREN FOR CHILDREN 
<Mr. ACKERMAN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
bring to the attention of my distin
guished colleagues the phenomenal 
success of the massive, citywide drive 
in New York for Ethiopian famine 
relief, called Children for Children. 

Mr. Speaker, we launched this drive 
in New York last December after I re
turned from Ethiopia with some of my 
colleagues. After viewing the video
tapes of crying, hungry children hud
dled at crowded feeding centers in 
Ethiopia, students in the more than 
900 New York City public schools went 
into action. 

Our school children have raised 
more than $250,000, and have saved 
the lives of tens of thousands of adults 
and children in Ethiopia who would 
have otherwise perished. Children 
across the city; rich, poor, black, 
white, yellow, sung in talent shows, 
made cookies for bake sales, and gave 
up their pennies and their allowances 
and their lunch money to send desper
ately needed grain to the starving chil
dren of Ethiopia. 
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The students of New York have 

challenged their counterparts across 
this great Nation to do as they have, 
and already other schools across the 
country have responded to this chal
lenge. 

The children of the Shenandoah 
Middle School in Iowa have raised 
$862 from their small school. The 
Charles Smith Jewish Central Day 
School in Rockville, MD, has collected 
$1,100; the Worcester Central Catholic 
Elementary School in Massachusetts 
has raised over $6,500; and the stu
dents of the Los Angeles public school 
system have already sent a shipment 
of medical supplies to Ethiopia. 

I would especially like to commend 
and congratulate the students at 
Halsey Junior High School in Forest 
Hills, NY, for raising more than 
$5,106-more than any other school 
per capita in the city, and to state that 
Mr. James Perine, their teacher who 
spearheaded this drive; Christine 
Kwok, a ninth grader; and Allyson 
Mestel, an eighth grader; are here in 
Washington today to deliver that 
check. They have asked me to repeat 
to you that our kids challenge your 
kids to help save the lives of other 
kids. We hope that you are able to 
beat us. 

0 1250 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 

a call of the House. 
A call of the House was ordered. 
The call was taken by electronic 

device, and the following Members re
sponded to their names: 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Archer 
Armey 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Badham 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Bellenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Blagg! 
Bllirakis 
Bllley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior<MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boulter 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Broomfield 

CRoll No. 1611 
Brown<CA> 
BrownCCO> 
Broyhill 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Combest 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crane 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 

Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Dorgan<ND> 
Dornan<CA> 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart <OH> 
Eckert <NY> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Erdrelch 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fiedler 
Fields 

Fish Lott 
Florio Lowery <CA> 
Foglietta Lowry <WA> 
Foley Lujan 
Ford <MI> Luken 
Ford <TN> Lundlne 
Frank Lungren 
Frenzel Mack 
Fuqua MacKay 
Gallo Madigan 
Gaydos Manton 
Gejdenson Markey 
Gekas Martin <NY> 
Gephardt Martinez 
Gibbons Matsui 
Gilman Mavroules 
Gingrich Mazzoli 
Glickman McCain 
Gonzalez McCandless 
Goodling Mccloskey 
Gordon McColl um 
Gradison Mccurdy 
Gray <IL> McDade 
Gray <PA> McEwen 
Green McGrath 
Gregg McHugh 
Grotberg McKernan 
Guarini McMillan 
Gunderson Meyers 
Hall <OH> Mica 
Hall, Ralph Michel 
Hamilton Mikulski 
Hammerschmidt Miller <CA> 
Hansen Miller <OH> 
Hartnett Miller <WA> 
Hatcher Mineta 
Hawkins Mitchell 
Hayes Moakley 
Hefner Molinari 
Heftel Mollohan 
Hendon Monson 
Henry Montgomery 
Hertel Moore 
Hiler Moorhead 
Hillis Morrison <CT> 
Holt Morrison <WA> 
Hopkins Mrazek 
Horton Murphy 
Howard Murtha 
Hoyer Myers 
Hubbard Natcher 
Huckaby Neal 
Hughes Nelson 
Hunter Nichols 
Hutto Nielson 
Hyde Nowak 
Ireland O'Brien 
Jacobs Oakar 
Jenkins Oberstar 
Johnson Obey 
Jones <NC> Olin 
Jones <OK> Owens 
Jones <TN> Oxley 
KanJorskl Packard 
Kaptur Panetta 
Kasi ch Parris 
Kastenmeler Pashayan 
Kennelly Pease 
Kil dee Penny 
Kindness Perkins 
Kolbe Petri 
Kolter Pickle 
Kostmayer Porter 
Kramer Price 
LaFalce Pursell 
Lagomarsino Qu111en 
Lantos Rahall 
Latta Ray 
Leach <IA> Regula 
Leath <TX> Reid 
Lehman <CA> Richardson 
Lehman <FL> Ridge 
Leland Rinaldo 
Lent Ritter 
Levin <MI> Roberts 
Levine <CA> Robinson 
Lewis <CA> Rodino 
Lewis <FL> Roemer 
Lightfoot Rogers 
Lipinski Rose 
Livingston Rostenkowskl 
Lloyd Roth 
Long Roukema 

Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schnelder 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Slslsky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smlth<NE> 
Smlth<NH> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strang 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovlch 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst. 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Williams 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young <FL> 
YoungCMO> 
Zschau 

D 1300 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

NATCHER). On this rollcall, 393 Mem
bers have recorded their presence by 
electronic device, a quorum. 

Under the rule, further proceedings 
under the call were dispensed with. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE 
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the provisions of clause 5, rule 
I, the Chair will now put the question 
on each motion on which further pro
ceedings were postponed on Monday, 
June 17, 1985, in the order in which 
that motion was entertained. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

H.R. 2369, by the yeas and nays; 
H.R. 2417, by the yeas and nays; and 
H.R. 2290, by the yeas and nays. 
The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 

the time for any electronic votes after 
the first such vote in this series. 

D 1310 

EXTENSION OF TITLE X OF 
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

unfinished business is the question of 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill, H.R. 2369. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
WAXMAN] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2369, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 214, nays 
197, not voting 22, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Anthony 
Aspln 
Atkins 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Bellenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Boehlert 
Boner<TN> 
Bonker 
Bosco 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Brown <CA> 
Broyhill 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Bustamante 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Clay 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 

CRoll No. 1621 
YEAS-214 

Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Darden 
Daschle 
Davis 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
DloGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Eckart <OH> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Erdrelch 
Evans <IA> 
Evans CIL> 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Florio 

Foglletta 
Foley 
Ford<MI> 
Ford<TN> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Gallo 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gray <IL> 
Gray <PA> 
Green 
Gregg 
Guarini 
Hamilton 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Henry 
Hillis 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
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Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones <TN> 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kolbe 
Kostmayer 
Lantos 
Leach <IA> 
Leath <TX> 
Lehman <CA> 
Lehman <FL> 
Leland 
Levin <MI> 
Levine <CA> 
Lloyd 
Lowry<WA> 
Lundine 
MacKay 
Madigan 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McHugh 
McKernan 
McKinney 
Meyers 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller<CA) 
Miller<WA> 
Mineta 

Annunzio 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bad ham 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Biaggf 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonior <MI> 
Borski 
Boulter 
Breaux 
Broomfield 
Brown <CO> 
Burton <IN> 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Carney 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
de la Garza 
De Lay 
De Wine 
Doman CCA> 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckert <NY> 
Edwards COK> 
Emerson 
English 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Fuqua 
Gaydos 

Mitchell 
Moakley 
Morrison <CT> 
Morrison <WA> 
Mrazek 
Neal 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Obey 
Olin 
Owens 
Panetta 
Pease 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Porter 
Pursell 
Ray 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Rose 
Roukema 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Sisisky 
Slattery 

NAYS-197 

Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA) 
Smith, Robert 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Thomas <CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walgren 
Waxr..1an 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Zschau 

Gekas McMillan 
Gephardt Michel 
Gingrich Miller <OH) 
Goodling Molinari 
Gradison Mollohan 
Grotberg Monson 
Gunderson Montgomery 
Hall <OH> Moore 
Hall, Ralph Moorhead 
Hammerschmidt Murphy 
Hansen Murtha 
Hartnett Myers 
Hendon Natcher 
Hertel Nelson 
Hiler Nichols 
Holt Nielson 
Hopkins O'Brien 
Hubbard Oberstar 
Huckaby Ortiz 
Hunter Oxley 
Hutto Packard 
Hyde Parris 
Ireland Pashayan 
Jones <OK> Penny 
Kanjorski Petri 
Kasi ch Price 
Kemp Quillen 
Kindness Rahall 
Kolter Regula 
Kramer Reid 
LaFalce Rinaldo 
Lagomarsino Ritter 
Latta Roberts 
Lent Roemer 
Lewis <CA> Rogers 
Lewis <FL> Rostenkowski 
Lightfoot Roth 
Lipinski Rowland <CT> 
Livingston Rudd 
Long Russo 
Lott Saxton 
Lowery <CA> Schaefer 
Lujan Schuette 
Luken Schulze 
Lungren Sensenbrenner 
Mack Shaw 
Martin CNY> Shumway 
Mavroules Shuster 
Mazzo Ii Sikorski 
McCain Siljander 
McCandless Skeen 
McColl um Skelton 
McDade Slaughter 
McEwen Smith <NE> 
McGrat h Smith <NH) 

Smith <NJ> 
Smith, Denny 
Snyder 
Spence 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Strang 
Stump 

Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Traxler 
Vander Jagt 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 

Watkins 
Weber 
Whittaker 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 

NOT VOTING-22 
Akaka 
Au Coin 
Bentley 
Bo11cher 
Chappell 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Flippo 

Franklin 
Jeffords 
Kleczka 
Loeffler 
Marlenee 
Martin <IL> 
Moody 
Rangel 
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Roe 
Solomon 
Tallon 
Torres 
Towns 
Wilson 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Moody and Mr. Rangel for, with Mr. 

Solomon against. 
Mr. Akaka and Mr. Towns for, with Mr. 

Franklin against. 
Messrs. KASICH, EDWARDS of 

Oklahoma, MOORE, SIKORSKI, 
RAHALL, RUSSO, HERTEL of Michi
gan, MURPHY, DE LA GARZA, LA
FALCE, ENGLISH, and RITTER, 
Mrs. BOGGS, Messrs. COURTER, 
ROSTENKOWSKI, MURTHA, REID, 
REGULA, KRAMER, MICA, YOUNG 
of Alaska, CLINGER, BREAUX, 
NATCHER, LUJAN, and O'BRIEN, 
Mrs. LONG, and Messrs. BIAGGI, 
WATKINS, BORSKI, PASHAYAN, 
SKEEN, BOLAND, EARLY, ORTIZ, 
TRAXLER, VANDER JAGT, and 
HUNTER changed their votes from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Messrs. MILLER of Washington, 
KOLBE, and MICA changed their 
votes from "nay" to "yea." 

So <two-thirds not having voted in 
favor thereof) the motion was reject
ed. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

0 1330 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE 
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of 
rule I, the Chair announces that he 
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes 
the period of time within which a vote 
by electronic device may be taken on 
all of the additional motions to sus
pend the rules on which the Chair has 
postponed further proceedings. 

HEALTH MAINTENANCE ORGANI
ZATION AMENDMENTS OF 1985 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

unfinished business is the question of 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill, H.R. 2417. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 

the gentleman from California CMr. 
WAXMAN] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2417, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 411, nays 
2, not voting 20, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Badham 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Blagg! 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boulter 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Camey 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Combest 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crane 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daschle 
Daub 

[Roll No. 1631 

YEAS-411 
Davis Hertel 
de la Garza Hiler 
De Lay Hillis 
Dellums Holt 
Derrick Hopkins 
De Wine Horton 
Dickins'ln Howard 
Dicks Hoyer 
Dingell Hubbard 
DioGuardi Huckaby 
Dixon Hughes 
Donnelly Hunter 
Dorgan <ND> Hutto 
Doman <CA> Hyde 
Downey Ireland 
Dreier Jacobs 
Duncan Jenkins 
Durbin Johnson 
Dwyer Jones <NC> 
Dymally Jones <OK> 
Dyson · Jones <TN> 
Early KanJorski 
Eckart <OH> Kaptur 
Eckert <NY> Kasich 
Edgar Kastenmeier 
Edwards <CA> Kemp 
Edwards <OK> Kennelly 
Emerson Kil dee 
English Kindness 
Erdreich Kolbe 
Evans <IA> Kolter 
Evans <IL> Kostmayer 
Fascell Kramer 
Fawell La.Falce 
Fazio Lagomarsino 
Feighan Lantos 
Fiedler Latta 
Fields Leach <IA> 
Fish Leath <TX> 
Florio Lehman <CA> 
Foglietta Lehman <FL> 
Foley Leland 
Ford <MI> Lent 
Ford <TN> Levin <MI> 
Fowler Levine <CA> 
Frank Lewis <CA> 
Frenzel Lewis <FL> 
Frost Lightfoot 
Fuqua Lipinski 
Gallo Livingston 
Garcia Lloyd 
Gaydos Long 
GeJdenson Lott 
Gekas Lowery <CA> 
Gephardt LowryCWA> 
Gibbons Lujan 
Gilman Luken 
Gingrich Lundine 
Glickman Lungren 
Gonzalez Mack 
Goodling MacKay 
Gordon Madigan 
Gradison Manton 
Gray <IL> Markey 
Gray <PA> Martin CNY) 
Green Martinez 
Gregg Matsui 
Grotberg Mavroules 
Guarini Mazzoli 
Gunderson McCain 
Hall <OH> McCandless 
Hall, Ralph Mccloskey 
Hamilton McColl um 
Hammerschmidt Mccurdy 
Hansen McDade 
Hartnett McEwen 
Hatcher McGrath 
Hawkins McHugh 
Hayes McKeman 
Hefner McKinney 
Heftel McMillan 
Hendon Meyers 
Henry Mica 



16062 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE June 18, 1985 
Michel 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Miller <OK> 
Miller <WA> 
Min et.a 
Mitchell 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Monson 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead 
MorriaoR <CT> 
MorriaOR <WA> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nielson 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
C>akar 
Obey 
O!iin 
Orta 
Owem 
Oxley 
Packard 
Panetta 
Pa!'ris 
Puhayian 
Plem;e 
~ 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Punlel1 
Qtiilletl 
2a8all 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
RJ.tw 

Oberstar 

Roberts 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
811.xton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shall> 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
SilJander 
Stsisky 
lkeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smlth<FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith CME> 
Smith<NIU 
SmithCNJ> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Sn owe 
,Snyder 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
St Gel'Dlain 
Staggers 
Stallings 

!fAYS-2 
Walgren 

Stange land 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strang 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
f!weeney 
Swift 
SWindaU 
Synar 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
YuC81lovich 
Walker 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Yollllg <MO> 
Zschau 

NOT 'YOTING-20 
titkfta Jeffords 
AwCoin Xleczka 
Be11tler Loeffier 
Boaeller Marlenee 
Oowdv Martin <IU 
.Flippo Moakley 
Franklin Moody 

Rangel 
Solomon 
Tallon 
Torres 
Towns 
Wilson 

So <two-thirds having voted in fa.vor 
thereof> the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

ORPHAN' DRUG AMENDMENTS 
OF 1985 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
tmfinished business is the question of 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill, H.R. ~290, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
WAXMAN] that the House suspend the 
"1les and pass the bill, H.R. 2290, a.s 
amended, on which the yeas and nays 
are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 413, nays 
O, not voting 20, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
A.spin 
Atkins 
Badham 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bilirakls 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boulter 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Camey 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Combest 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlln 
Courter 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crane 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Duchle 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 

[Roll No. 1641 

YEAS-413 
Dickinson Hunter 
Dicks Hutto 
Dingell Hyde 
DioGuardi Ireland 
Dixon Jacobs 
Donnelly Jenkins 
Dorgan <ND> Johnson 
Dornan <CA> Jones <NC> 
Downey Jones <OK> 
Dreier Jones <TN> 
Duncan Kanjorskl 
Durbin Kaptur 
Dwyer Kasi ch 
Dymally Kastenmeier 
Dyson Kemp 
Early Kennelly 
Eckart <OH> Klldee 
Eckert <NY> Kindness 
Edgar Kolbe 
Edwards <CA> Kolter 
Edwards <OK> Kostmayer 
Emerson Kramer 
English LaFalce 
Erdreich Lagomarsino 
Evans <IA> Lantos 
Evans <IL> Latta 
Fascell Leach <IA> 
Fawell Leath <TX> 
Fazio Lehman <CA> 
Feighan Lehman <FL) 
Fiedler Leland 
Fields Lent 
Fish Levin <MI> 
Florio Levine <CA> 
Foglietta Lewis <CA) 
Foley Lewis <FL> 
Ford <MI> Lightfoot 
Ford <TN> Lipinski 
Fowler Livingston 
Frank Lloyd 
Frenzel Long 
Frost Lott 
Fuqua Lowery <CA> 
Gallo Lowry <WA> 
Garcia Lujan 
Gaydos Luken 
Gejdenson Lundlne 
Gekas Lungren 
Gephardt Mack 
Gibbons MacKay 
Gilman Madigan 
Gingrich Manton 
Glickman Markey 
Gonzalez Martin <NY> 
Goodling Martinez 
Gordon Matsui 
Gradison Mavroules 
Gray <IL> Mazzoli 
Gray <PA> McCain 
Green McCandless 
Gregg Mccloskey 
Grotberg McColl um 
Guarini Mccurdy 
Gunderson McDade 
Hall <OH> McEwen 
Hall, Ralph McGrath 
Hamilton McHugh 
Hammerschmidt McKernan 
Hansen McKinney 
Hartnett McMillan 
Hatcher Meyers 
Hawkins Mica 
Hayes Michel 
Hefner Mikulski 
Heftel Miller <CA> 
Hendon Miller <OH) 
Henry Miller <WA> 
Hertel Mlneta 
Hiler Mitchell 
H1llls Moakley 
Holt Mollnarl 
Hopkins Mollohan 
Horton Monson 
Howard Montgomery 
Hoyer Moore 
Hubbard Moorhead 
Huckaby Morrison <CT> 
Hughes Morrison <WA> 

Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nielson 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Aucoin 
Bentley 
Boucher 
Dowdy 
Flippo 

Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NE> 
Smith <NH> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Sn owe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangel and 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strang 
Stratton 

Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zschau 

NAYS-0 

NOT VOTING-20 
Franklin 
Jeffords 
Kleczka 
Loeffler 
Marlenee 
Martin <IL> 
Moody 

0 1350 

Rangel 
Solomon 
Tallon 
Torres 
Towns 
Wilson 

So <two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill as amended, was passed. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate bill <S. 
1147) to amend the orphan drug provi
sions of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act, and related laws, and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the 
Senate bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, I would yield to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
WAXMAN] to explain to the House ex
actly what it is we are doing. 
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Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, the purpose of my re

quest is to take up the Senate bill and 
amend that bill with the House ver
sion just passed with an amendment 
thereto. 

Mr. MADIGAN. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of obj~ction. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as 

follows: 
s. 1147 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Orphan Drug 
Amendments of 1985". 

MARKETING PROTECTION 
SEC. 2. Section 527 of the Federal Food, 

Drug, and Cosmetic Act <21 U.S.C. 360cc> is 
amended-

< 1) by striking out "UNPATENTED" in the 
title of the section: 

<2> by striking out "and for which a 
United States Letter of Patent may not be 
issued" in subsection <a>: and 

<3> by striking out "and if a United States 
Letter of Patent may not be issued for the 
drug" in subsection <b>. 

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON ORPHAN DISEASES 
SEc. 3. <a> There is established the Nation

al Commission on Orphan Diseases <hereaf
ter in this section referred to as the "Com
mission">. 

<b> The Commission shall assess the ac
tivities of the National Institutes of Health, 
the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental 
Health Administration, the Food and Drug 
Administration, other public agencies, and 
private entities in connection with-

<1 > basic research relating to rare diseases; 
<2> the use in research on rare diseases of 

knowledge developed in other research; 
(3) applied and clinical research relating 

to the prevention, diagnosis, and treatment 
of rare diseases; and 

<4> the dissemination to the public, health 
care professionals, researchers, and drug 
and medical device manufacturers of knowl
edge developed in research relating to rare 
diseases and other diseases which can be 
used in the prevention, diagnosis, and treat
ment of rare diseases. 

<c> In assessing the activities of the Na
tional Institutes of Health, the Alcohol, 
Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administra
tion, and the Food and Drug Administration 
in connection with research relating to rare 
diseases, the Commission shall review-

< 1 > the appropriateness of the priorities 
currently placed on research relating to rare 
diseases; 

<2> the relative effectiveness of grants and 
contracts when used to fund research relat
ing to rare diseases; 

<3> the adequacy of the scientific basis for 
such research, including the adequacy of 
the research facilities and research re
sources used in such research and the ap
propriateness of the scientific training of 
the personnel engaged in such research; 

<4> the effectiveness of activities under
taken to encourage such research; 

<5> the organization of the peer review 
process applicable to applications for funds 

for such research to determine if the organi
zation of the peer review process could be 
revised to improve the effectiveness of the 
review provided to proposals for research re
lating to rare diseases; 

<6> the effectiveness of the coordination 
between the national research institutes of 
the National Institutes of Health, the Insti
tutes of the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and 
Mental Health Administration, the Food 
and Drug Administration, and private enti
ties in supporting such research; and 

<7> the effectiveness of activities under
taken to assure that knowledge developed in 
research on nonrare diseases is, when appro
priate, used in research on rare diseases. 

<d><l> The Commission shall be composed 
of twenty members appointed by the Secre
tary of Health and Human Services as fol
lows: 

<A> Ten members shall be appointed from 
individuals who are not officers or employ
ees of the Government and who by virtue of 
their training or experience in research on 
rare diseases or in the treatment of rare dis
eases are qualified to serve on the Commis
sion. 

<B> Five members shall be appointed from 
individuals who are not officers or employ
ees of the Government and who have a rare 
disease or are employed to represent or are 
members of an organization concerned 
about rare disease. 

<C> Four nonvoting members shall be ap
pointed from-

(i) the directors of the national research 
institutes of the National Institutes of 
Health; or 

(ii) the directors of the institutes of the 
Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health 
Administration; 
which the Secretary determines are in
volved with rare diseases. 

<D> One nonvoting member shall be ap
pointed from officer or employees of the 
Food and Drug Administration who the Sec
retary determines are involved with rare dis
eases. 

<2> A vacancy in the Commission shall be 
filled in the manner in which the original 
appointment was made. 

<3> If any member of the Commission who 
was appointed to the Commission as a direc
tor of a national research institute, a direc
tor of an institute of the Alcohol, Drug 
Abuse, and Mental Health Administration, 
or an officer or employee of the Food and 
Drug Administration, leaves that office or 
employment, or if any member of the Com
mission who was appointed under subpara
graph <A> or <B> of paragraph <1> becomes 
an officer or employee of the Government, 
such member may continue as a member of 
the Commission for not longer than the 
ninety-day period beginning on the date 
such member leaves that office or employ
ment or becomes such an officer or employ
ee, as the case may be. 

<e> Except as provided in subsection (d)(3), 
members shall be appointed for the life of 
the Commission. 

<f><l> Except as provided in paragraph <2>, 
members of the Commission shall each be 
entitled to receive compensation at a rate 
equal to the daily equivalent of the annual 
rate of basic pay in effect for grade GS-18 
of the General Schedule for each day <in
cluding traveltime> during which they are 
engaged in the actual performance of duties 
as members of the Commission. 

<2> Members of the Commission who are 
full-time officers or employees of the Gov
ernment shall receive no additional pay by 
reason of their service on the Commission. 

(g) The Chairman of the Commission 
shall be designated by the members of the 
Commission. 

<h> Subject to such rules as may be pre
scribed by the Commission, the Commission 
may appoint and fix the pay of such person
nel as it determines are necessary to enable 
the Commission to carry out its functions. 
Personnel shall be appointed subject to the 
provisions of title 5, United States Code, 
governing appointments in the competitive 
service, and shall be paid in accordance with 
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter 
III of chapter 53 of such title relating to 
classification and General Schedule pay 
rates. 

(i) Subject to such rules as many be pre
scribed by the Commission, the Commission 
may procure temporary and intermittent 
services under section 3109(b) of title 5 of 
the United States Code, but at rates for in
dividuals not to exceed the daily equivalent 
of the basic pay payable for grade GS-15 of 
the General Schedule. 

(j) Upon request of the Commission, the 
head of any Federal agency is authorized to 
detail, on a reimbursable basis, any of the 
personnel of such agency to the Commis
sions to assist the commission in carrying 
out its duties under this section. 

<k> The Administrator of General Services 
shall provide to the Commission on a reim
bursable basis such administrative support 
as the Commission may request. 

m The Commission may, for the purpose 
of carrying out this section, hold such hear
ings, sit and act at such times and places, 
take such testimony, and receive such evi
dence, as the Commission considers appro
priate. 

<m> The Commission may secure directly 
from any department or agency of the 
United States information necessary to 
enable it to carry out this section. Upon re
quest of the Chairman, the head of such de
partment or agency shall furnish such in
formation to the Commission. 

<n> By September 30, 1987, the Commis
sion shall transmit to the Secretary and to 
each House of the Congress a report on the 
activities of the Commission. The report 
shall contain a detailed statement of the 
findings and conclusions of the Commission, 
together with its recommendations for-

< 1 > a long-range plan for the use of public 
and private resources to improve research 
into rare diseases and to assist in the pre
vention, diagnosis, and treatment of rare 
diseases; and 

<2> such legislation or administrative ac
tions as the Commission considers appropri
ate. 

<o> The Commission shall terminate 90 
days after the date of the submittal of its 
report under subsection <n>. 

(p) The Secretary shall make available 
$1,000,000 to the Commission from appro
priations for fiscal year 1986 for the Public 
Health Service. 
GRANTS AND CONTRACTS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF DRUGS FOR RARE DISEASES AND CONDITIONS 
SEc. 4. Section 5 of the Orphan Drug Act 

<21 U.S.C. 360ee> is amended-
<1> by striking out "clinical" in subsection 

<a>; 
<2> by striking out subsection (b)(l) and 

inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"( 1) The term 'qualified testing' means
" CA> human clinical testing-
"(i) which is carried out under an exemp

tion for a drug for a rare disease or condi
tion under section 505(i) of the Federal 
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Food, Drug, or Cosmetic Act <or regulations 
issued under such section>; and 

"(ii) which occurs after the date such drug 
is designated under section 526 of such Act 
and before the date on which an application 
with respect to such drug is submitted 
under section 505<b> of such Act or under 
section 351 of the Public Health Service Act; 
and 

"<B> preclinical testing involving a drug 
for a rare disease or condition which occurs 
after the date such drug is designated under 
section 526 of such Act and before the date 
on which an application with respect to 
such drug is submitted under section 505<b> 
of such Act or under section 351 of the 
Public Health Service Act."; and 

<3> by striking out subsection <c> and in
serting in lieu thereof the following: 

"<c> For grants and contracts under sub
section <a> there are authorized to be appro
priated $4,000,000 for fiscal year 1986, 
$4,000,000 for fiscal year 1987, and 
$4,000,000 for fiscal year 1988.". 

CORRECTION OF PUBLIC LAW 98-619 

SEC. 5. The matter following the heading 
"Education for the Handicapped" under 
title III of the Departments of Labor, 
Health and Human Services, and Education 
and Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 
1985, is amended by inserting after "shall" 
the first time it appears a comma and the 
following: "except for part D of such Act," 
and by adding at the end thereof a colon 
and the following: "Provided further, That 
the amounts available for such part D shall 
be available for obligation on October 1, 
1984, and shall remain available until Sep
tember 30, 1985". 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

Sec. 6. <a> Except as provided in su~sec
tion <b>, thiS Act and the amendments made 
by this Act shall take effect on October 1, 
1985. 

<b> The amendments made by section 5 of 
this Act shall take effect on the date of en-
actment of this Act. · 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. WAXMAN 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. WAXMAN moves to strike out all after 

the enacting clause of the Senate bill, S. 
1147, and to insert in lieu thereof the provi
sions contained in H.R. 2290, as passed by 
the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The Senate bill was ordered to be 

read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

A similar House bill <H.R. 2290) was 
laid on the table. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 1383, AGRICULTURAL 
PRODUCTIVITY ACT OF 1985 
Mr. DERRICK, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged 
report <Rept. No. 99-173) on the reso
lution <H. Res. 201) providing for the 
consideration of the bill <HR 1383) to 
direct the Secretary of Agriculture to 
take certain actions to improve the 
productivity of American farmers, and 
for other purposes, which was ref erred 
to the House Calendar and ordered to 
be printed. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT, 1986 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by di
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 200 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 200 
Resolved, That during the further consid

eration in the Committee of the Whole of 
the bill <H.R. 1872) to authorize appropria
tions for fiscal year 1986 for the Armed 
Forces for procurement, for research, devel
opment, test, and evaluation, for operation 
and maintenance, and for working capital 
funds, to prescribe personnel strengths for 
such fiscal year for the Armed Forces, and 
for other purposes, all points of order for 
failure to comply with the provisions of sec
tion 303<a> of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 <Public Law 93-344> are hereby 
waived against the consideration of the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
recommended by the Committee on Armed 
Services now printed in the bill and made in 
order as original text for the purpose of 
amendment by H. Res. 169. Immediately 
after the enacting clause of the bill is read 
following general debate, it shall be in order 
to consider, before the consideration of any 
other amendments, the amendment to the 
committee substitute printed in the Con
gressional Record of June 13, 1985, by, and 
if offered by, Representative Aspin of Wis
consin, and said amendment shall be consid
ered as having been read. Said amendment 
shall be in order although perfecting por
tions of the substitute which have not yet 
been read for amendment, shall not be sub
ject to amendment, shall not be subject to a 
demand for a division of the question in the 
House or in Committee of the Whole, and 
shall be debatable for not to exceed one 
hour, to be equally divided and controlled 
by Representative Aspin and a Member op
posed thereto. Immediately after the dispo
sition of said amendment, it shall be in 
order to consider before any other amend
ments, the amendment to the committee 
substitute printed in the Congressional 
Record of June 13, 1985, by, and if offered 
by, Representative Dickinson of Alabama, 
and said amendment shall be in order al
though perfecting a portion of the bill 
which has not yet been read for amend
ment. It shall be in order to consider a sub
stitute for said amendment printed in the 
Congressional Record of June 13, 1985, by, 
and if offered by, Representative Mavroules 
of Massachusetts, and all points of order 
against said substitute for failure to comply 
with the provisions of clause 7 of rule XVI 
are hereby waived. It shall be in order to 
consider an amendment to the Mavroules 
substitute printed in the Congressional 
Record of June 13, 1985, by, and if offered 
by, Representative Bennett of Florida, and 
all points of order against said amendment 
for failure to comply with the provisions of 
clause 7 of rule XVI are hereby waived. 

SEc. 2. After the passage of H.R. 1872, it 
shall be in order to take from the Speaker's 
table the bill S. 1160 and to consider said 
bill in the House, and all points of order 
against the consideration of said bill for fail
ure to comply with the provisions of sec
tions 303<a>, 401(a), and 402<a> of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974 <Public Law 
93-344> are hereby waived. It shall then be 
in order in the House < 1 > to move to strike 
out all after the enacting clause of the said 
Senate bill and to insert in lieu thereof the 

provisions contained in H.R. 1872 as passed 
by the House, and all points of order against 
said substitute for failure to comply with 
the provisions of clause 5<a> of rule XXI 
and section 303<a> of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 <Public Law 93-344) are 
hereby waived; and <2> to move that the 
House insist on the House amendment to 
said bill and request a conference with the 
Senate thereon. 

D 1400 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

gentleman from South Carolina CMr. 
DERRICK] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the customary 30 minutes, for the pur
pose of debate only, to the gentleman 
from Ohio CMr. LATTA], and pending 
that, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a somewhat 
unusual situation here today in that 
the rule before us, House Resolution 
200, is the second rule reported by the 
Committee on Rules which deals with 
the consideration of H.R. 1872, the De
partment of Defense Authorization 
Act for fiscal year 1986. 

The first rule, House Resolution 169, 
was adopted by the House on May 15 
of this year. It made it in order to con
sider H.R. 1872, made the Armed Serv
ices Committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute in order as origi
nal text, provided a number of waivers 
of points of order against the bill and 
the substitute, made in order at the 
end of the bill a substitute by Repre
sentative DELLUMS, and required that 
all amendments to the bill or the 
armed services substitute must be 
printed in the RECORD. However, that 
rule did not waive section 303(a) of the 
Budget Act against consideration of 
the Armed Services Committee substi
tute. That waiver is necessary to 
permit consideration of that substitute 
because the substitute in a number of 
instances provides new spending au
thority for fiscal year 1986, and sec
tion 303(a) prohibits consideration of 
such budgetary legislation prior to the 
the adoption of a budget resolution for 
a fiscal year. Because the House was at 
that time about to take up the budget 
resolution for fiscal year 1986, the 
Rules Committee believed it would not 
be appropriate to allow the armed 
services substitute to be considered at 
that time. The committee, therefore, 
reported a rule which provided for the 
consideration of H.R. 1872, but did not 
waive section 303(a) to allow the 
armed services substitute to be consid
ered. This allowed the House to com
plete general debate on H.R. 1872, 
which it did on May 15, but to put off 
the amendment process until after the 
House had acted on the budget resolu
tion. 

Since on May 23 the House passed 
House Congressional Resolution 152, 
the first budget resolution for fiscal 
year 1986, the Rules Committee has 
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reported this supplemental rule, 
House Resolution 200, which will allow 
the House to proceed with the further 
consideration of H.R. 1872. I want to 
point out that the provisions of the 
original rule, House Resolution 169, 
are still in effect. The waivers granted 
by that rule still apply, the Dellums 
substitute is still in order at the end of 
consideration of the bill for amend
ment, and all amendments to the bill 
or to the Armed Services Committee 
substitute must be printed in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD prior to consider
ation of such amendments. 

The rule before the House today 
provides additional procedures to 
allow for the further consideration of 
H.R. 1872 by providing for appropriate 
waivers, as well as procedures for the 
consideration of several specific 
amendments. House Resolution 200 
waives section 303(a) of the Budget 
Act, which prohibits consideration of 
budgetary legislation prior to the 
adoption of the first budget resolu
tion, against the Armed Services sub
stitute. The House and Senate are 
presently in conference on the first 
concurrent resolution on the budget 
for fiscal year 1986, and while the au
thorization levels contained in this de
fense authorization bill are above 
those assumed in the House-passed 
budget resolution, an amendment is 
made in order by this rule, to be of
fered by Mr. AsPIN of Wi~consin, 
which is intended to have the effect of 
bringing the aggregate spending levels 
in the bill within the levels assumed in 
the House-passed budget resolution. 

Specifically, Mr. Speaker, this rule 
provides that immediately following 
the reading of the enacting clause and 
before the consideration of any other 
amendments, it shall be in order to 
consider an amendment to the com
mittee substitute printed in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD of June 13, 1985, 
by Mr. AsPIN. In order to allow the 
entire Aspin proposal to be considered 
at the beginning of the amending 
process, the rule allows the offering of 
the proposal as a single amendment 
even though it will amend the first 
three titles of the bill. The rule pro
vides, therefore, that the amendment 
is in order even though it will perfect 
portions of the substitute which will 
not yet have been read; 1 hour of 
debate is provided for this amend
ment, with the time to be equally di
vided and controlled by Mr. AsPIN and 
a Member opposed to the amendment. 
The rule also provides that the Aspin 
amendment shall not be amendable, 
nor subject to a demand for a division 
of the question. 

Essentially, Mr. Speaker, this proce
dure will afford the Members of the 
House with an early opportunity for a 
straight up-or-down vote on the policy 
options embodied in Mr. AsPIN's 
amendment, as well as an opportunity 
to make significant reductions in de-

f ense spending levels at the outset of 
the amending process on this bill. I 
would also note that this will not 
affect the ability of other Members of 
the House to off er other amendments 
that will affect the dollar levels con
tained in the bill. 

This rule also contains procedures 
for the orderly consideration of three 
amendments on the MX Program. Im
mediately following the disposition of 
the Aspin amendment, the rule makes 
in order an amendment printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of June 13, 
1985, by Mr. DICKINSON of Alabama. 
This amendment is made in order al
though it is perfecting a portion of the 
bill which will not yet have been read 
for amendment. 

Next, a substitute for the Dickinson 
MX missile amendment printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of June 13, 
1985, by Mr. MAVROULES of Massachu
setts is made in order. All points of 
order against this amendment for fail
ure to comply with clause 7 of rule 
XVI, the rule of germaneness, are 
waived against this amendment. A 
third MX amendment, printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of June 13, 
1985, by Mr. BENNETT of Florida, is 
also made in order by this rule as a 
perfecting amendment to the amend
ment to be offered by Mr. MAVROULES. 
All points of order against this amend
ment for failure to comply with clause 
7 of rule XVI, the rule of germane
ness, are waived. I would note, Mr. 
Speaker, that although both these 
amendments are germane to the bill, 
for technical reasons the Mavroules 
amendment is not germane to the 
Dickinson amendment, and the Ben
nett amendment is not germane to the 
Mavroules substitute amendment. 
Therefore, a waiver of the rule of ger
maneness is provided for both the 
Mavroules and Bennett MX amend
ments. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to stress 
that although this rule provides a spe
cific procedure for the offering of the 
three MX amendments I have cited, 
the rule does not preclude the consid
eration of other amendments on this 
subject. Any such amendment must 
comply with the normal rules of the 
House, and pursuant to the original 
rule providing for consideration of this 
bill, if the amendment amends the bill 
or the substitute, it must have been 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
prior to consideration of the amend
ment. 

Section 2 of this rule, Mr. Speaker, 
provides for a hookup with a Senate
passed measure, S. 1160, which is pres
ently at the Speaker's desk. Section 2 
of House Resolution 200 provides that 
after passage of H.R. 1872, it will be in 
order to take S. 1160 from the Speak
er's table and consider the bill in the 
House. All points of order against S. 
1160 for failure to comply with sec-

tions 303(a), 401(a), and 402(a) of the 
Congressional Budget Act are waived. 

House Resolution 200 then makes in 
order a motion to strike out all after 
the enacting clause of S. 1160 and 
insert in lieu thereof the provisions of 
H.R. 1872 as passed by the House. 
Points of order against this substitute 
for failure to comply with clause 5(a) 
of rule XXI and section 303(a) of the 
Congressional Budget Act are waived. 
Finally, Mr. Speaker, the rule provides 
for a motion that the House insist on 
the House amendment and to request 
a conference with the Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, because it has been 
necessary for the Committee on Rules 
to report additional procedures for the 
consideration of H.R. 1872, our 
present situation is a little more com
plex than is normal. I would like to 
remind my colleagues that the first 
rule adopted for consideration of this 
bill, House Resolution 169, remains in 
force. The provisions of House Resolu
tion 200, which is before the House 
today, provide additional procedures 
for the consideration of the Defense 
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1986. 

Moreover, this rule will allow for the 
expeditious consideration of an 
amendment offered by Mr. AsPIN 
which will significantly reduce the ag
gregate spending level contained in 
this bill to a level intended to be con
sistent with the levels assumed in the 
House-passed budget resolution. 

This rule will also allow for the or
derly consideration of three distinct 
and important policy alternatives on 
the MX Missile Program, while not 
precluding any Member from offering 
another alternative on this or other 
provisions in the bill, as long as the 
amendment complies with the normal 
rules of the House and the provisions 
of House Resolution 169. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the 
rule. 

D 1410 
Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, the House has already 

adopted one rule providing for the 
consideration of the Defense authori
zation bill. 

Of all the numerous provisions in 
this second rule, only the waiver of 
section 303(a) of the Budget Act is re
quired in order to allow the House to 
consider the bill. The Budget Act waiv
ers would not be necessary if action on 
the budget resolution conference 
report were completed. 

And I just wish I could tell the Mem
bers of the House that we are near 
completion on that Budget Act. The 
way we are going, we are n0t going to 
complete action by the Fourth of July 
recess, as many of us would hope. 

The problem is that section 303(a) of 
the Budget Act provides that it shall 
not be in order to consider any bill 
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providing new entitlement authority 
until the first budget resolution has 
been adopted. This bill contains vari
ous new entitlement authority provi
sions. Among those provisions is a pay 
raise of 3 percent for uniformed per
sonnel effective January 1, 1986. Mr. 
Speaker, if we want to consider this 
bill now, rather than wait until after 
the budget resolution conference 
report is completed, then the waiver is 
going to have to be included. The need 
to go back for this waiver was recog
nized at the time that the Rules Com
mittee met on the first rule, but the 
decision was made not to report the 
Budget Act waiver until after the 
House had had an opportunity to go 
through its initial consideration of the 
budget resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, if the Budget Commit
tee had moved in a timely fashion ear
lier in the year, instead of waiting 
week after week for the Senate to act, 
action on the budget resolution con
ference report could probably have 
been completed by now and even this 
budget waiver would have been unnec
essary. 

Mr. Speaker, once the Rules Com
mittee was scheduled to meet on the 
budget waiver, then ideas for other 
provisions to attach to the rule started 
to surface. 

The Rules Committee was asked to 
allow the chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee to off er an amend
ment to reduce the authorization level 
in the bill to the level in the House
passed budget resolution. Such an 
amendment was made in order and 
was made nonamendable, even though 
the figure in the Aspin amendment 
may not in fact turn out to be the 
figure in the final budget resolution 
conference report. 

Then the Rules Committee was 
asked to make in order a series of 
three amendments dealing with the 
MX missile, two of which required 
waivers of the germaneness rule. 
These also were permitted. 

Finally, the Rules Committee also 
added a section providing that after 
completion of action on the House bill, 
it will be in order to insert the House
passed language in the Senate bill and 
request a conference. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule may be a good 
reason why we should not grant a rule 
until the bill is ready for floor consid
eration. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re
quests for time, and I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
move the previous question on the res
olution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to House Resolution 169 and rule 

XXIII, the Chair declares the House 
in the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill, H.R. 
1872. 

D 1416 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill <H.R. 1872) to authorize ap
propriations for fiscal year 1986 for 
the Armed Forces for procurement, 
for research, development, test, and 
evaluation, for operation and mainte
nance, and for working capital funds, 
to prescribe personnel strengths for 
such fiscal year for the Armed Forces, 
and for other purposes; with Mr. Ros
TENKOWSKI in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com

mittee of the Whole rose on Wednes
day, May 15, 1985, all time for general 
debate had expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 169, 
the substitute committee amendment 
now printed in the reported bill shall 
be considered by titles as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment and 
each title shall be considered as 
having been read. 

No amendmt:nt to the bill or said 
substitute shall be in order except 
amendments printed in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD. 

After the bill has been considered 
for amendment in its entirety, it shall 
be in order to consider an amendment 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of May 16, 1985, by. and if offered by 
Representative DELLUMS which shall 
be considered as having been read and 
shall be debatable before consider
ation of amendments thereto for 1 
hour to be equally divided and con
trolled by Representative DELLUMS 
and a Member opposed thereto. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 200, it 
shall be in order to consider immedi
ately after the enacting clause is read 
and before the consideration of any 
other amendments, the amendment to 
the committee substitute printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of June 13, 
1985, by, and if offered by representa
tive AsPIN which shall be considered 
as having been read, shall not be sub
ject to amendment but shall be debat
able for 1 hour equally divided and 
controlled by Representative AsPIN 
and a Member opposed thereto. Imme
diately after the disposition of the 
Aspin amendment, it shall be in order 
to consider before any other amend
ments, the amendment to the commit
tee amendment printed in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD of June 13, 1985, 
by, and if offered by Representative 
DICKINSON. 

The Clerk will read the enacting 
clause. 

The Clerk read the enacting clause, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ASPIN 
Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. AsPIN: At the 

end of title I <page 22, after line 23), add the 
following new sections: 
SEC. 111. REDUCTIONS IN AUTHORIZATIONS DUE TO 

SAVINGS FROM LOWER INFLATION 
AND PRIOR· YEAR COST SA VIN GS. 

<a> ARMY.-The amounts authorized in 
section lOl<a> to be appropriated for the 
Army are reduced by the following amounts: 

<1> For aircraft, $185,400,000. 
<2> For missiles, $222,000,000. 
<3> For weapons and tracked combat vehi-

cles, $338,600,000. 
<4> For ammunition, $323,300,000. 
(5) For other procurement, $577,900,000. 
(b) NAVY AND MARINE CORPS.-The 

amounts authorized in section 102 to be ap
propriated for the Navy and Marine Corps 
are reduced by the following amounts: 

<1> For aircraft, Navy, $635,500,000. 
<2> For weapons procurement, Navy, 

$316,600,000. 
<3> For shipbuilding and conversion, Navy, 

$1,271,800,000. 
(4) For other procurement, Navy, 

$662,800,000. 
<5> For procurement, Marine Corps, 

$144,200,000. 
<c> AIR FoRcE.-The amounts authorized 

in section 103(a) to be appropriated for the 
Air Force are reduced by the following 
amounts: 

(1) For aircraft, $1,955,300,000. 
(2) For missiles, $473,100,000. 
(3) For other procurement, $620,500,000. 
(d) DEFENSE AGENCIES.-The amount au-

thorized in section 104 to be appropriated 
for the Defense Agencies is reduced by 
$91,900,000. 

(e) NATO COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS.-The 
amount authorized in section 105 to be ap
propriated for NATO cooperative defense 
programs is reduced by $7,lOQ,000. 

(f) FY86 PROGRAM REDUCTIONS To BE 
FROM CosT SAVINas.-<1> Authorization re
ductions described in paragraph (2)-

<A> may not be derived through cancella
tion of any authorized program, stretchout 
of procurement under any authorized pro
gram, or any other change in an authorized 
program; but 

<B> may be derived only through cost re
ductions under programs of the Department 
of Defense under this title that are achieved 
without a change in quantity or quality of 
goods or services acquired by the Depart
ment, including-

(i) reductions due to the rate of inflation 
for fiscal year 1986 being lower than the 
rate assumed in the President's budget for 
fiscal year 1986; and 

<ii) reductions due to the elimination of al
lowances for amounts for inflation for fiscal 
years after fiscal year 1986. 

(2) Paragraph (1) applies to the following 
amounts under the reductions provided by 
this section in authorizations of appropria
tions: 

<A> Aircraft, Army, $185,400,000. 
<B> Missiles, Army, $197,000,000. 



June 18, 1985 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 16067 
<C> Weapons and tracked combat vehicles, 

Army, $338,600,000. 
<D> Ammunition, Army, $105,700,000. 
<E> Other procurement, Army, 

$327' 700,000. 
<F> Aircraft, Navy, $554,400,000. 
<G> Weapons, Navy, $301,600,000. 
<H> Shipbuilding and conversion, Navy, 

$849,800,000. 
(I) Other procurement, Navy, 

$396,300,000. 
<J> Procurement, Marine Corps, 

$113,300,000. 
<K> Aircraft, Air Force, $1,549,300,000. 
CL) Missiles, Air Force, $442,100,000. 
<M> Other Procurement, Air Force, 

$321,900,000. 
<N> Defense Agencies, $52,900,000. 
<O> NATO cooperative programs, 

$7,100,000. 
(g) INTEGRATION WITH OTHER PROVISIONS 

OF AcT.-The reductions provided by this 
section in the authorizations of appropria
tions in this title-

< 1 > are in addition to any reduction in 
such authorizations provided in any other 
provision of this Act; and 

<2> are provided notwithstanding any in
crease in such authorizations provided in 
any other provision of this Act. 
SEC. 112. AUTHORIZATION OF ADDITIONAL TRANS

FERS OF PRIOR-YEAR FUNDS. 
Ca> ARMY.-There are hereby authorized 

to be transferred to, and merged with, 
amounts appropriated for procurement for 
the Army pursuant to the authorizations of 
appropriations in section lOl<a) the follow
ing amounts: 

( 1) MISSILES.-$25,000,000 for procure
ment of missiles, to be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1985 
for procurement of missiles for the Army. 

(2) AMMUNITION.-$111,900,000 for pro
curement of ammunition, to be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal years 1984 
and 1985 for procurement of ammunition 
for the Army, of which-

<A> $30,000,000 shall be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1984; 
and 

<B> $81,900,000 shall be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1985. 

(3) OTHER PROCUREMENT.-$218,200,000 for 
other procurement, to be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal years 1984 
and 1985 for other procurement for the 
Army, of which-

<A> $79,000,000 shall be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1984; 
and 

<B> $139,200,000 shall be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1985. 

(b) NAVY AND MARINE CORPS.-There are 
hereby authorized to be transferred to, and 
merged with, amounts appropriated for pro
curement for the Navy and Marine Corps 
pursuant to the authorizations of appropria
tions in section 102 the following amounts: 

<l> AIRCRAFT.-$82,100,000 for procure
ment of aircraft for the Navy, to be derived 
from amounts appropriated for fiscal year 
1985 for procurement of aircraft for the 
Navy. 

(2) WEAPONS.-$15,000,000 for procure
ment of weapons for the Navy, to be derived 
from amounts appropriated for fiscal year 
1985 for procurement of weapons for the 
Navy. 

(3) SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION.
$422,000,000 for shipbuilding and conversion 
for the Navy, to be derived from amounts 
appropriated for fiscal years 1983, 1984, and 
1985 for shipbuilding and conversion for the 
Navy, of which-

<A> $129,000,000 shall be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1983; 

<B> $100,000,000 shall be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1984; 
and 

CC) $193,000,000 shall be derived fro!ll 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1985. 

(4) OTHER PROCUREMENT.-$221,000,000 for 
other procurement for the Navy, to be de
rived from amounts appropriated for fiscal 
years 1984 and 1985 for other procurement 
for the Navy, of which-

<A> $70,000,000 shall be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1984; 
and 

<B> $151,000,000 shall be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1985. 

(5) PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS.-
$28,000,000 for procurement for the Marine 
Corps, to be derived from amounts appropri
a.ted for fiscal year 1985 for procurement for 
the Marine Corps. 

<c> AIR FoRcE.-There are hereby author
ized to be transferred to, and merged with, 
amounts appropriated for procurement for 
the Air Force pursuant to the authoriza
tions of appropriations in section 103<a> the 
following amounts: 

(1) AIRCRAFT.-$406,000,000 for procure
ment of aircraft, to be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1985 
for procurement of aircraft for the Air 
Force. 

(2) MISSILES.-$31,000,000 for procure
ment of missiles to be derived from amounts 
appropriated for fiscal year 1985 for pro
curement of missiles for the Air Force. 

(3) OTHER PROCUREMENT.-$282,000,000 for 
other procurement, to be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal years 1984 
and 1985 for other procurement for the Air 
Force, of which-

<A> $86,000,000 shall be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1984; 
and 

<B> $196,000,000 shall be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1985. 

(d) DEFENSE AGENCIES.-There is hereby 
authorized to be transferred to, and merged 
with, amounts appropriated for procure
ment for the Defense Agencies pursuant to 
the authorization of appropriations in sec
tion 104 the amount of $36,000,000, to be de
rived from amounts appropriated for fiscal 
years 1984 and 1985 for procurement for the 
Defense Agencies, of which-

(1) $15,000,000 shall be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1984; 
and 

<2> $21,000,000 shall be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1985. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF TRANSFERS SUBJECT 
TO PROVISIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS ACTS.
Transfers authorized by this section may be 
made only to the extent provided in appro
priation Acts. 

(f) SOURCE OF TRANSFERRED FUNDS.-0) All 
amounts transferred under this section 
shall be derived from funds described in this 
section that remain available for obligation. 

(2) Except as provided in paragraph (3), 
such funds-

<A> may not be derived through cancella
tion of any program, stretchout of procure
ment under any program, or any other pro
gram change; but 

<B> may be derived only through cost re
ductions <including reductions due to rates 
of inflation being lower than rates assumed 
when such funds were budgeted> under pro
grams for which such funds were authorized 
and appropriated that are achieved without 
a change in the quantity or quality of goods 
or services acquired by the Department of 
Defense. 

(3) Funds for the transfer authorized by 
subsection <a><2><B> may be derived from 
the light-weight multipurpose weapon 
system, and funds for the transfer author
ized by subsection <a>C3)(B) may be derived 
from the Single Channel Objective Tactical 
Terminal program. 
SEC. 113. REPORT. 

Before the Secretary of Defense may im
plement a program change under a reduc
tion subject to section lll<f) or under a 
transfer under section 112, the Secretary 
shall submit to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives a report describing the programs 
in which such reductions will be made in ac
cordance with section lll<f) and the pro
grams that are the source of the funds 
transferred under section 112. 

At the end of title II (page 29, after line 
14) add the following new section: 
SEC. 207. REDUCTIONS IN AUTHORIZATIONS DUE TO 

SAVINGS FROM LOWER INFLATION 
AND PRIOR-YEAR COST SAVINGS. 

(a) REDUCTIONS IN AUTHORIZATIONS.-The 
amounts authorized in section 201 to be ap
propriated are reduced by the following 
amounts: 

Cl) For the Army, $89,000,000. 
<2> For the Navy <including the Marine 

Corps), $194,000,000. 
(3) For the Air Force, $270,000,000. 
<4> For the Defense Agencies, $47,000,000. 
<b> FY86 PROGRAM REDUCTIONS To BE 

FROM CosT SAVINGs.-0> Authorization re
ductions described in paragraph <2>-

<A> may not be derived through cancella
tion of any authorized program or any other 
change in an authorized program; but 

<B> may be derived only through cost re
ductions <including reductions due to the 
rate of inflation being lower than the rate 
assumed in the President'l> budget for fiscal 
year 1986) under programs of the Depart
ment of Defense under this title that are 
achieved without a change in the quantity 
or quality of goods or services acquired by 
the Department. 

(2) Paragraph <l> applies to the following 
amounts under the reductions provided by 
subsection <a> in authorizations of appro
priations: 

<A> For the Army, $4,000,000. 
<B> For the Navy <including the Marine 

Corps), $11,000,000. 
<C> For the Air Force, $14,000,000. 
(C) INTEGRATION WITH OTHER PROVISIONS 

OF AcT.-The reductions provided by subsec
tion <a> in the authorizations of appropria
tions in section 201-

< 1 > are in addition to any reduction in 
such authorizations provided in any other 
provision of this Act; and 

<2> are provided notwithstanding any in
crease in such authorizations provided in 
any other provision of this Act. 
SEC. 208. AUTHORIZATION OF TRANSFERS OF 

PRIOR-YEAR FUNDS. 

(a) AUTHORIZED TRANSFERS.-There are 
hereby authorized to be transferred to, and 
merged with, amounts appropriated for re
search, development, test, and evaluation 
for the Armed Forces pursuant to the au
thorizations of appropriations in section 201 
the following amounts: 

Cl) ARMY.-$85,000,000, to be derived from 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1985 
for research, development, test, and evalua
tion for the Army. 

<2> NAVY.-$183,000,000, to be derived 
from amounts appropriated for fiscal year 
1985 for research, development, test, and 
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evaluation for the Navy (including 
Marine Corps). 

the House. We had in our committee, the 
Armed Services Committee, marked up 
to a level of last year's budget plus in
flation. 

(3) AIR FORCE.-$256,000,000, to be derived 
from amounts appropriated for fiscal year 
1985 for research, development, test, and 
evaluation for the Air Force. 

in doing so on the grounds that the 
authorization bill is not controlled by 
the budget resolution. 

What is controlled by the budget 
resolution will be the appropriations 
bill that will come later in the process. (4) DEFENSE AGENCIES.-$47,000,000, to be 

derived from amounts appropriated for 
fiscal year 1985 for research, development, 
test, and evaluation for the Defense Agen
cies. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF TRANSFERS SUBJECT 
TO PROVISIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS ACTS.
Transfers authorized by subsection (a) may 
be made only to the extent provided in ap
propriation Acts. 

At the end of title III (page 38, after line 
10) add the following new section: 
SEC. 308. REDUCTIONS IN AUTHORIZATIONS DUE TO 

SA VIN GS FROM COST SA VIN GS. 
(a) REDUCTIONS IN AUTHORIZATIONS.-Thc. 

amounts authorized in section 301 to be ap
propriated are reduced by the following 
amounts: 

Cl> For the Army, $282,700,000. 
<2> For the Navy, $632,600,000. 
(3) For the Marine Corps, $18,000,000. 
(4) For the Air Force, $266,900,000. 
<5> For the Defense Agencies, 

$244,000,000. 
(6) For the Army Reserve, $19,100,000. 
(7) For the Navy Reserve, $45,900,000. 
(8) For the Marine Corps Reserve, 

$4,200,000. 
(9) For the Air Force Reserve, $11,000,000. 
(10) For the Army National Guard, 

$28,000,000. 
01> For the Air National Guard, 

$24,600,000. 
(b) PROGRAM REDUCTIONS To BE FROM 

CosT SAvINGs.-Authorization reductions de
scribed in subsection Ca) may be derived 
only through cost reductions (including re
ductions due to the rate of inflation being 
lower than the rate assumed in the Presi
dent's budget for fiscal year 1986) under 
programs of the Department of Defense 
under this title that are achieved without a 
change in the quantity or quality of goods 
or services acquired by the Department. 

(C) INTEGRATION WITH OTHER PROVISIONS 
OF AcT.-The reductions provided by subsec
tion Ca) in the authorizations of appropria
tions in section 301-

( 1 > are in addition to any reduction in 
such authorizations provided in any other 
provision of this Act; and 

(2) are provided notwithstanding any in
crease in such authorizations provided in 
any other provision of this Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 200, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin CMr. AsPIN] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes, and a 
Member opposed will be recognized for 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. AsPrN]. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, it would be worth it, 
I think, to talk a little bit about how it 
is that we came to this amendment 
and what I am trying to do with the 
amendment. 

As the House will recall, the bill that 
we had passed out of our committee 
and debated under general debate on 
the House floor a couple of weeks ago 
was a bill that came forward before we 
passed a budget resolution in the 
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We had in our budget the amount of so vote as you like; you can justify a 
money that would cover last year's vote for this amendment or a vote 
level, plus the rate of inflation, and we against this amendment. But it does 
had kind of guessed that is where the give people an opportunity, if they 
Budget Committee was going to come desire, to bring the defense bill into 
out, and that is what we marked up to. line with the budget resolution. 

We reported that bill out and began Let me tell you what this bill does. 
the general debate on the floor on 
that bill. Since then, the Budget Com- And it does it, I think, in a way that is 
mittee came out with their resolution, least harmful to what we are trying to 
and because of the necessity of moving do in the defense bill. 
the budget before anything else in the . There are two parts to ~he ~10 bi~
House, the Armed Services Committee . llon cut that I a~ offeri~g m t~1s 
bill was taken from the floor and the a:mendment. The first part is $4.4 ~11-
budget resolution was put on the floor. llon t~at comes from Secretary Wem-

The budget resolution that passed berger s proposal to the Senate to cut 
the House had a different number for $4.4 billion out of their budget. That 
defense than we had. What they had extra cut was presented to the .senate 
in was last year's level, period. So they after we had marke~ up our bill, and 
just had the amount of money in we have checked with the Pentagon 
there for last year's level; we were and the savings that Secretary Wei~
marking up to a level of last year's berger has suggested to the ~enate bill 
level plus inflation. A difference of a~so apply to the Ho';Ise bill. S<;> the 
some $10 billion between the two reso- first thmg we can do, if you are mter
lutions. ested, is to take o?t the $4.4 billion 

Mr. Chairman, I know that there are that Secretary Wemberger says that 
a number of people who want the op- he does not ~eed and was taken ~ut of 
portunity to say that what they voted the Senate bill; ~e can also take it out 
for in defense is consistent with the of the House bill. That one I would 
budget resolution. That being the vote ~or. in any case. If they do not 
case, I thought it was best that we want it, it ~o~s not make any sense for 
come up with an amendment to off er us to keep it m. 
at the beginning of the process· to The second part of this is a change 
off er an amendment at the begin~ing in the way in which we do inflation. As 
that would make us conform with the I reported to the Members of the 
budget resolution, and frankly, Mem- House some weeks back, and I know 
bers in the House can vote for it or that many members of the committee 
vote against it as they like. I do not are aware, the way we deal with infla
off er this with any great deal of feel- ti on in the defense budget is not a 
ing behind it. Because I think that very exact science, nor is it very satis
what we had in our bill was closer to factory from a budgetary standpoint. 
the right amount that we ought to be Because of the need, to fully fund 
spending on defense than was the weapons systems, we have to also 
budget resolution. make an estimate for inflation in the 

Given the fact that the budget reso- years ahead. Let me give you an exam
lution did pass this House, and was a ple. 
different number, I think it is impor- If we have a weapons system that 
tant that we off er an amendment takes more then 1 year to build, and in 
right at the top to make the defense the case of ships, it may take 7 or 8 
bill in conformity with the budget res- years to build, we have to fully fund 
olution. I tell the Members in the that weapons system right up in the 
House to vote the way you want; I am first year in which it is funded. That is 
not urging one way or another. I per- the practice since the 1950's when we 
sonally am going to vote for the wanted to avoid the camel's nose 
amendment, but I think everybody can under the tent, we fully fund weapons 
vote for it or vote against it as they systems in the year in which we au
wish. thorize them. We put in all of the 

Let us get the issue decided way up money to build the system in 1986, 
at the front: Is the budget going to even though we might be building 
have an impact on the amount of that weapons system out until 1992 in 
money in the authorization bill? As the most extreme case. 
Members of Congress know, there is When we do that, out to 1992, of 
no technical reason why the authori- course there is inflation in each of the 
zation bill has to conform to the years between now and 1992, and we 
budget resolution. The appropriations have to estimate what that rate of in
bills have to conform to the budget flation is. The rate of inflation in each 
resolution; not the authorization bills. of those years is a very, very inexact 
So if people want to vote no on this science. Lord knows, it is tough 
resolution, they are perfectly justified enough to figure out what the infla-
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tion rate is going to be for 1986 sitting 
here in 1985. It is virtually impossible 
to know what the inflation rate sitting 
here in 1985, what the inflation rate is 
going to be for 1987, 1988, 1989, et 
cetera. 

What we are saying here, and what I 
was saying in a report that was made 
to Congress before is that there ought 
to be a different way of doing this. 
Maybe we ought to have a revolving 
fund. Maybe what we ought to do is 
just annually authorize the amount 
for inflation. In any case, I asked the 
Secretary of Defense to have a look at 
it, and there is some correspondence 
going back and forth about treating 
the rate of inflation. 

What I have done in this amend
ment is to take out the future funding 
for the rate of inflation out of this 
bill. $5.6 billion worth of future infla
tion that is in the bill because we have 
to fully fund the program. What we 
have in here is funding for the infla
tion rate expected in 1986, but we have 
taken out the inflation rate, or at least 
most of the inflation rate expected for 
years beyond 1986. What we have 
come up with is a total cut of $10 bil
lion to this bill. 

It is a bill now, then, that does not 
affect any of the weapons system 
levels in this bill for funding. In other 
words, we have not changed the 
number of M-1 tanks, the number of 
F-16 planes, or whatever it is that is in 
this bill, we have not changed those 
numbers. Those numbers remain the 
same. What we have done is take out 
the money for future inflation. 

It seems to me that this amendment 
is the best way to go. We do not know 
what the Budget Committee's final 
resolution on defense is going to be. 
We know what the House position is, 
which is last year's level, period. We 
know what the Senate Budget Com
mittee's position on defense is: Last 
year's level plus the rate of inflation. 
We do not know where that confer
ence is going to come out. Is it going to 
come out at our level, the Senate level, 
or something in between? 

Second, even if we knew that level, it 
is an absolute fact that the authoriza
tion bill, by law, does not have to pass, 
does not have to conform to the 
budget resolution. The appropriation 
bill does, but the authorization bill 
does not. 

So given those uncertainties, 
number one, we do not know where 
this thing is going to come out. 
Number two, what we really have to 
worry about is the appropriation bill 
conforming to the budget resolution, 
and, that appropriation bill has to con
form to the budget resolution. It gives 
us some numbers to play with and we 
are going to have to work this thing 
out in conference as to what we do 
with the various weapons systems that 
are going to be offered. 

51-059 0-86-9 (Pt. 12) 

The one advantage of passing this 
budget resolution is that it will take 
the pressure off of various amend
ments later in the process. Some may 
think this is an advantage; some may 
think it is a disadvantage. But if we 
are discussing various amendments in 
the future in this bill, amendments 
that will cut, the added argument for 
this amendment is that it will bring 
down to conformity with the budget 
resolution. 

D 1430 
People who want to off er amend

ments further in this bill, who want to 
add, will find themselves swimming 
upstream against an attitude, "Well, 
you are further making this budget 
out of synch with the budget resolu
tion." 

So the argument, I think, is what we 
ought to do is take this amendment, 
pass it, make it consistent with the 
budget resolution, and then look at 
the various amendments as they come 
along and judge them on their merits. 
If people want to vote for SDI or 
against SDI, they ought to be doing it 
on the merits, not because the budget 
is over or under the budget resolution 
when that amendment comes up. 

If somebody wants to vote for addi
tional money for something, they 
ought to be able to vote for it on its 
merits; not for or against it because 
the committee bill is over the budget 
resolution when the amendment 
comes up. 

So I think that given the tough spot 
we are in, we do have an opportunity 
here and in the committee to bring it 
into conformity with the budget reso
lution, and I off er the amendment and 
will let the House work its will on the 
amendment. 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASPIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. COURTER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman, I 
think, explained the amendment very 
well. The gentleman further said that 
the authorization bill, and he is cor
rect, has to have funding for outyears 
of weapons projects, part of that fund
ing being the cost of inflation. 

The question is: Does the appropria
tion bill as well take into consideration 
outyears for inflation? 

Mr. ASPIN. The gentleman is cor
rect. 

Mr. COURTER. Both of them will 
have to do that. I thank the gentle
man very much. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASPIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. GREEN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, for several years I 
have been sounding an alarm as our 

national deficit continued to climb to 
its $200 billion per year that we would 
one day have to reign in our runaway 
defense spending. Now that day is 
here. The fiscal crunch has finally 
caught up with the Pentagon wish list, 
and I would like to sound another con
cern. 

In reducing our deficit, we must not 
sacrifice our defense posture to that 
which is politically easy. We must 
resist the temptation, first, to cut into 
operations and maintenance, with con
sequent loss in readiness and sustain
ability; and second, to stretch out 
weapons procurement instead of scrap
ping marginal weapons programs. 
Such stretch-outs could result in a 
consequent rise in per-unit cost and ul
timately yield less bang for the buck, 
not more. 

I, therefore, would like to ask the 
distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Armed Services to comment 
on these issues, and I defer to the gen
tleman to respond on the first of these 
questions. 

Does the bill, with his proposed 
amendment, achieve its savings by 
compromising on readiness and sus
tainability? 

Mr. ASPIN. Let me answer the gen
tleman's remarks by saying that the 
only cuts in the operations and main
tenance account in this amendment is 
$1.6 billion which was recommended 
by the Secretary of Defense. We are 
following the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense. Nothing else 
that we are doing in this bill affects 
the O&M account. 

Mr. GREEN. I thank the gentleman 
for his response and I now would like 
to ~um to the second issue. 

Does the bill, with the gentleman's 
proposed amendment, achieve its sav
ings simply by stretching out procure
ments, which we all know will in the 
end simply buy us less for more, or 
does it make some hard choices that 
have to be made if we are going to run 
our procurement at efficient rates? 

Mr. ASPIN. The gentleman is put
ting his finger on what I think is a 
very, very important issue. I commend 
the gentleman for his concerns. 

Our amendment does not stretch out 
any weapons systems at all. Indeed, in 
the bill that we were dealing with, and 
the Procurement Subcommittee of the 
gentleman from New York CMr. STRAT
TON] was most involved in this, we 
tried in as many cases as we could to 
deal with this issue by terminating 
weapons systems rather than just 
stretching out weapons systems. 

I think we have further to go on 
this, but I think the subcommittee of 
the gentleman from New York has 
made a great effort at this. 

But to answer the gentleman's ques
tion, this amendment does not stretch 
out any weapons systems. 
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Mr. GREEN. I thank the gentleman 

for his response. 
Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. 

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ASPIN. I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Connecti
cut. 

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to commend 
the gentleman for his amendment and 
to thank him for offering it and for 
seeking a rule which permitted it to be 
offered at the beginning of the bill. 

As the gentleman says, a particular 
proponent of an amendment might or 
might not like to have this question 
decided up front, but I think it is ap
propriate that the House have the op
portunity to go on record conforming 
this authorization bill to the budget 
level, to the 1985 spending levels. I 
think the House has indicated its in
terest in doing that in each and every 
authorization bill that has come 
before the House, and I think it is ap
propriate that we do it here. 

I think the procedure that is being 
employed is a good one, and I think on 
the merits of the amendment it is a 
good one. Obviously, as we go down 
the road and we come to the end of 
the bill, other choices may be made by 
the House and there may be things to 
be done in conference. But I would 
hope we would have a vote on this 
amendment which would make clear, 
and make clear in the conference, that 
this is a House position that is not just 
a bargaining position but is a position 
that is strongly held, because I think 
it is a policy that the House has set 
forth not only in the defense area, but 
across the board as we have voted on 
authorizations throughout the proc
ess. 

Mr. ASPIN. I commend the gentle
man for his statement and thank him 
very much for his comments. I would 
remark that the gentleman from Con
necticut is becoming the watchdog of 
the budget process, and I commend 
him for his consistency. What we have 
in this place, of course, is people who 
are willing to be tough and freeze 
some programs and not others, but a 
person who does it across the board is 
the only way, as the gentleman knows, 
that we are going to deal with the 
budget deficit. 

I commend the gentleman for his 
initiative and for making the effort 
and leading the effort on this, not 
only on this bill but on the other do
mestic programs that we have had au
thorization bills for so far. 

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for one further 
question? 

Mr. ASPIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. COURTER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman indi
cated that of the $10 billion that the 
amendment is supposed to save, or 
take out from the defense authoriza
tion bill, approximately $5.6 billion is 
for that future inflation factor. 

The question I have is: Does it elimi
nate the inflation factor, or reduce it 
percentage-wise? 

Mr. ASPIN. It reduces it. The future 
inflation factor in the weapons ac
count, over and above what is neces
sary for 1986, or what we think is nec
essary for 1986, is $8.2 billion. 

Mr. COURTER. It is about 60 per
cent. 

Mr. ASPIN. About 60 percent. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 

DURBIN). The gentleman from Wiscon
sin CMr. AsPINl has consumed 18 min
utes. 

The Chair now recognizes the gen
tleman from Alabama [Mr. DICKIN
SON] for 30 minutes in opposition to 
the amendment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment and the proposed cuts 
contained therein. I think that our 
chairman has fairly stated the situa
tion. We had a lot of discussion and 
were told that in order to bring the 
bill to the floor that it was at least ad
visable to make it conform to the 
House Budget Committee's mark. 

At the time that we met and marked 
up our bill, we did not have that guid
ance from the Budget Committee. We 
did not know what figure they would 
recommend. We knew that the Senate 
at first had come up with a 3-percent 
growth plus inflation. It was to that 
figure that we marked, knowing that 
we would not go that high in the 
House budget, but using our best judg
ment based on prior performance, we 
marked to a lesser figure. 

After we had marked, the Senate 
came back and marked to zero-growth 
plus inflation, and that was approxi
mately to what the House had 
marked, too; zero plus about 4 percent. 

After we had done this, the House 
Budget Committee met and they came 
up with a zero growth and zero infla
tion. We were caught between those 
two figures but that was something we 
felt we could live with because we real
ized that until the House and Senate 
Budget Committees get together and 
reconcile their differences, there is no 
final budget figure. 

So for this reason, it was my feeling 
that it was unnecessary for us to 
delete this additional $10 billion be
cause, after all, we do not have a final 
budget figure. If we did, it would still 
just be a target figure, and in addition 
to that, the budget is supposed to be 

binding only on the appropriations 
process and not the authorization 
process. So we are really not, by the 
House rules, legally bound by it. 

D 1440 
It was my feeling that we should 

maintain our flexibility. There is no 
need to delete this additional $10 bil
lion to come to a zero-zero figure, be
cause that gives us some flexibility so 
that we could go forward with the bill 
that our committee reported and that 
we had cut very severely as it was. As a 
matter of fact, in the administration's 
request when they came over for the 
defense authorization bill, they were 
asking for $322 billion. We were not 
willing to mark to that figure, and our 
committee, before the Budget Com
mittee did anything, reduced this 
figure by $19.6 billion. So we had al
ready cut it almost $20 billion. 

Now, with the proposed reduction 
offered by my chairman, this would 
mean that it would be $29 billion, 
almost a $30 billion cut from the ad
ministration's request. 

I think that is unwise. I think it is 
unnecessary to cut this deeply into the 
defense bill. Think what this will do 
now to the bill if we in fact approve 
this reduction. If we come along and 
approve this reduction and have a 
zero-growth and zero-inflation figure, 
then, with all of the proposed cuts to 
follow-and I can assure the Members 
of the House that there are quite a 
few amendments to be offered that 
will reduce this bill; as a matter of 
fact, there have been over a hundred 
amendments printed in the RECORD as 
of this date, proposed amendments to 
this bill-then this means that those 
am~ndments that pass subsequent to 
this that reduce the bill will take it to 
a negative growth, take it below zero
zero. 

For instance, it is my proposal to 
limit the MX missile program to 50. 
We would propose a pause and not 
build 21 this year if my amendment is 
adoped. This would reduce the request 
from 21 down to the 12. This means 
that this bill will be reduced by $228 
million. 

If the Mavroules amendment should 
pass and cap it for those years, it 
would reduce it over $1 billion. There 
is a very hotly contested issue that will 
be debated probably tomorrow on the 
binary or the chemical weapon. There 
is $124 million in there. If we take that 
out, that will be an additional $124 
million reduction below the zero-zero 
figure. This is before we even get to 
the SDI, the so-called star wars pro
gram. . There are any number of 
amendments out there running from 
$1 billion to something less that would 
reduce that program. 

So the programs of the MX, the 
binary round, and the SDI have pro
posed or anticipated cuts running up 
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to a couple of billion more than the 
committee has come up with. 

I think it is unwise at this time to 
say that we are going to cut $10 billion 
out, down to zero-zero, in the face of 
the threatened cuts that are coming 
from members of the committee and 
from members of the Committee of 
the Whole. These cuts would result in 
a real negative growth in this year at a 
time when we know that we are falling 
behind the Soviets in our level of 
effort and when we need to be shoring 
up our efforts. 

It is unfortunate that we have a cli
mate developing in the House and 
through the country coming out of 
the horror stories of the past of waste, 
fraud, and abuse, from the $600 toilet 
seat, and the $600 ashtray, to the $400 
clawhammer. All of these horror sto
ries build one on the other to the 
point where there is a general erosion 
of confidence in our ability to govern 
or the ability of the Department of 
Defense to govern its affairs and 
spend its money wisely. I regret that 
this is so. 

It was for this reason that I urged 
the President to impanel a special 
blue-ribbon panel and to ask some of 
the msot prestigious people he could 
who were knowledgeable in the field 
to study the overall problem. The 
President has done this. Yesterday, 
from the Rose Garden and the White 
House, he announced the appointment 
of Dave Packard, who chairs this spe
cial blue-ribbon panel to deal with the 
subject of waste, fraud, and abuse of 
procurement and of accounting. Also I 
am sure that the charter will be broad 
enough to look at the culpability of all 
involved, which includes the Congress, 
OMB, the administration, the contrac
tors, and the Department of Defense. 

I would hope, in the face of the 40-
odd amendments that are proposed to 
correct our procurement process, we 
will first allow the experts to come up 
with a solution. We can later put this 
into law and not try to legislate on the 
floor in a piecemeal fashion each indi
vidual solution to the horror stories 
that we hear. Unfortunately, though, 
as I say, this situation has built up in 
an atmosphere of general erosion of 
confidence that is reflected and spills 
over in the bill and amendments 
thereto. It seems that many people 
want to be punitive and want to 
punish those people. That is not what 
we should do. It is certainly not in the 
best interests of our country. 

The mandate that our committee, 
the Committee on .P.a.rmed Services, has 
is to provide for the general welfare 
and the defense of this country. That 
is what we have conscientiously at
tempted to do, and that is the product 
that we bring the Members in this bill. 

So when we come down to zero 
growth, real growth, only allowing for 
inflation, we think this is a reasonable 
approach. To go further than that, I 

think, is to take it too far. To say we 
should have zero growth and not even 
allow for inflation means that we 
automatically have a negative growth. 
If we do that and start making addi
tional cuts for SDI, MX, binary, and 
all the other weapons systems we have 
to deal with, then we are not only 
going down to zero this year. We are 
going below zero as we subtract the in
flation for this year. We are cutting 
very, very far into our defense capa
bilities and coming up with a very seri
ous situation that we will be years in 
correcting if we go down that path. I 
think that would be shortsighted. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge a no vote, and 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Alabama CMr. DICK· 
INSON] has consumed 10 minutes. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
further requests for time. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. COURTER]. 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Alabama 
for yielding me this time. 

I certainly recognize and appreciate 
the arguments of the chairman of the 
committee. I think some of those argu
ments have some merit. I am con
cerned about the proposal for two rea
sons. 

First of all, the functional result of 
the proposed amendment, the amend
ment we will soon be voting on for re
duction of $10 billion in the authoriza
tion process for fiscal year 1986 in the 
DOD function, limits, as was explained 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin, $5.6 
billion from inflation in outyears. 

There was, I think, a very legitimate 
public reason why outyears of infla
tion were to be included in the cost of 
weapons systems. It was to give the 
Members of Congress, the Members of 
both bodies, the public, and the ad
ministration disclosure as to the true 
cost of a weapons system when we au
thorize it or appropriate it. As we all 
know, it takes sometimes 7 years, 8 
years, or 9 years to build some weap
ons systems. Aircraft carriers, for ex
ample, take a long period of time. 

The result of this amendment, by 
eliminating 60 percent of the antici
pated inflation in the future growth of 
a weapon, means we will not be able to 
get the true picture as to the cost of 
an individual weapons system. There
fore, I think this amendment, al
though certainly it is very well-inten
tioned and apparently gets us around 
a difficult problem, basically camou
flages and eliminates from the law the 
ability to give the public, the Ameri
can people, a real honest look at the 
true cost of a weapons system t-ef ore 
we buy it. 

Mr. HIL.'LIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COURTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I think the gentleman is making a 
very important point here. I can recall 
myself a few years ago reading the 
cries of "overrun" in the press about 
certain weapons systems, and when 
you read the fine lines in the article, 
you learned that what they were talk
ing about was that we had inflation in 
the pricing of that weapons system 
and instead of the airplane costing $5 
million, it was now $8 million or $9 
million. So in those years the Penta
gon, if anything, was purposely under
stating the inflation factor to make 
the defense budget look good. 

0 1450 
It seems to me what we are talking 

about, what we are flirting with, is 
going back to that very same proce
dure and when we get there, we are 
not going to like it. I thank the gentle
man for making that point. 

Mr. COURTER. I thank the gentle
man for his contribution. 

We, in essence, are doing the precise 
thing that we criticized the Pentagon 
for doing during the years 1979, 1980, 
1981 and I believe 1982. We kept on 
getting quite irritated at the Depart
ment of Defense for underestimating 
what the inflation figure, making the 
weapons systems look small, making 
them look good, making them look 
more palatable, making them look 
more viable, making it look more af
fordable, to the American people. 
Therefore, this amendment precisely 
does what we criticized the Depart
ment of Defense for doing a few years 
ago. In fact, it is worse, because a few 
years ago the Pentagon at least made 
a good-faith effort as to what they 
thought future inflation will be. This 
is not even that. This is not a good
f aith effort. This is an assumption 
that inflation is going to be one figure 
and we take 60 percent of that figure 
and say that is savings. It is bogus sav
ings. There is no real savings here at 
all. 

Granted, I am one here who stands 
saying that we are underspending for 
the defense function. But at least I be
lieve we should let the American 
people know the true cost of weapons 
systems and not do today what we 
blamed the Department of Defense for 
doing a few years ago. That is one un
fortunate result of the amendment. 

The second was articulated very well 
by the ranking minority member of 
the Armed Services Committee CMr. 
DICKINSON]. The result here is that if 
we affirmatively vote this $10 billion 
of savings for fiscal 1986, then we 
reduce the authorization by that sum 
of money, to conform it to 1985. 

But what happens then is that we 
are faced with a series of further 
amendments. I think there have been 
60 in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
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There are probably another 60 or 65 
amendments that we know of. About 
95 percent of the amendments that 
deal with budget items, that deal with 
cost factors, are urging reductions and 
not increases. 

No one can persuade me that each 
one of those amendments are going to 
be beaten. No one can persuade me 
that this will take the steam out of 
the Dellums amendment. Nothing is 
going to take the steam out of RoN 
DELLUMS' amendment. the gentleman 
from California is going to talk as 
articulately as the gentleman possibly 
can with regard to the need of further 
reductions in SDI or further reduc
tions of MX. The gentleman is not 
going to be set off the track. He is not, 
nor the author of any other amend
ment is going to say, "Well, now my 
amendment is not so serious because 
we finally reached the level of authori
zations that I wanted." 

The functional result then will be a 
reduction in authorization of $10 bil
lion for 1986 compounded by further 
reductions in authorizations, because 
some of those amendments are going 
to pass. And what this House then is 
going to be faced with is not a 1985 
plus inflation, not 1985 authorization 
with zero inflation, but a real reduc
tion from 1985. A real reduction great
er than 4 percent. 

So we are setting the scene for not 
only a real reduction in defense spend
ing, but a reduction over 1985 levels, 
and I want the Members on both sides 
of the aisle to actually know that that 
in fact is what is going to happen. 
That is the functional result of this 
amendment. 

There is another way around our 
problem. I would have suggested that 
this amendment be brought at the end 
of the bill so the amendment could 
have taken into consideration the real 
savings of the Dellums amendment, 
the real savings in other types of 
amendments. That would have been 
the proper way to do it. When the bill 
is completed, have a conforming 
amendment looking to find out what 
types of savings we actually made 
during the process as the days unfold. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
to me and I yield back the balance of 
my fleeting moments. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I would like to take a little different 
twist on this argument, because I can 
agree essentially with what the chair
man is trying to do in light of the fact 
that we have had the revelations 
about inflation. I think the debate still 
exists whether we reprogrammed, did 
we turn back money that we should 
have. 

I think it is fair to say that there are 
great questions in that area and I 

think it is fair to say that in light of 
those revelations, combined with the 
fact that we have had about $1.1 tril
lion in budget authority over the last 4 
years, I do not think it is irresponsible 
for this Congress or this House to 
freeze defense spending at the fiscal 
year 1985 level. 

Now, I do not think that defense 
which represents about 26 percent of 
the budget can continue over the long 
haul to represent 50 percent of deficit 
reduction, but I think that for 1 year 
in light of all these revelations, it 
would be fair to do that; however, and 
I think the point has been articulated 
well by the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. DICKINSON] and the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. COURTER], if 
you reduce $10 million off the bat 
before we even begin to mark up this 
bill, I can tell you that I think it is fair 
to project that there is probably about 
$1.2 billion in reductions that we are 
going to see on MX, if there is an MX 
cut, and I think there is a good possi
bility that will happen. 

On SDI, we are talking about an ad
ditional $400 million. 

There is also an amendment that is 
going to be offered that will cut 10 
percent from the procurement func
tion, which will save about $9 billion, 
if that amendment would happen to 
be passed. 

Now, in addition to that, let us 
assume that at the end of this bill 
somebody stands up and says, "Let's 
cut 1 percent, 1 measly percent from 
the defense budget," and that passes, 
we are talking about an additional $3 
billion; so to add up the MX savings 
and the SDI, we are up to about $1.7 
billion. If we add the binary munitions 
cut, and I think you can argue that 
some of these things may in fact 
happen, we add into that the 1 percent 
across-the-board cut, which I think is 
likely to be offered, and then we are 
talking about being $5 or $6 or $7 bil
lion under what the Budget Commit
tee wanted. 

Now for those who are interested in 
having a freeze at the fiscal year 1985 
level, I am with you. I would be willing 
to do that and I approach the gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. AsPIN] early 
on to say: 

Look, Mr. Chairman, let's have this 
amendment offered at the end of this bill so 
that if we are in fact above the budget rec
ommendation, we can move to take into ac
count the inflation savings and a variety of 
other things and meet the Budget Commit
tee target. 

But to do it early on and then to 
make further cuts is wrong. I say this 
to my friends on my side of the aisle 
who are concerned about freezing de
fense at the fiscal year 1985 level, that 
an amendment at the end of this bill 
to move it at the fiscal year 1985 level, 
we could all support; but to do it right 
now, $10 billion off the bat, is too 
much. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KASICH. I would be glad to 
yield. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, 
just to help out this colloquy, that is 
all, the gentleman points out very cor
rectly that there could be other cuts in 
view of some of the amendments that 
will be offered; but what the gentle
man has not stated, and I think we 
ought to put on record, is that we are 
going to add money to the bill. 

Mr. KASICH. Let me just reclaim 
my time and tell the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, I agree with him. All I 
am arguing is that we ought to try to 
reconcile ourselves with what the 
Budget Committee recommended at 
the end of the bill when we see where 
we are; but what I fear is that what we 
are going to do is pass the $10 billion 
reduction now, which puts us at the 
fiscal year 1985 freeze, which many of 
my conservative colleagues support; 
but then we move from there. We cut 
SDI. 

We move from there. We cut MX. 
We move from there. We take a 1-

percent reduction across the board. 
We move to the 10-percent reduction 

in procurement, which is $9 billion. 
The next thing you know, we are 

cutting $10 billion or $15 billion 
beyond what the House Budget Com
mittee has said. 

I know the chairman shakes his 
head, but if we get across-the-board 
cuts in any of these areas, we are talk
ing big dollars. 

So all I would do is ask the chairman 
to defeat this amendment now. 

I ask my colleagues who are con
cerned about deficit reduction to 
def eat this amendment and let us rec
oncile ourselves at the end. 

A fiscal year 1986 defense freeze is 
fine; but let us do it at the end of the 
bill. Let us not go even deeper than 
that and let us not forget that in the 
out years we cannot make deficit re
ductions occur so easily with defense, 
which is taking 50 percent of the re
ductions. 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KASICH. Yes. 
Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, 

would the gentleman say that the 
amendment, although brought with 
good intentions, is basically a subter
fuge to reduce defense spending below 
the 1985 levels? 

Mr. KASICH. Would the gentleman 
repeat that? 

Mr. COURTER. Would the gentle
man say that the functional result of 
this amendment is a subterfuge to 
reduce defense spending below the 
1985 levels? 

Mr. KASICH. I think what the 
Chairman is trying to do is he is trying 
to grab the high ground and he is 
trying to say that if we cut the $10 bil-
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lion, then we take the wind out of the 
sails of anybody that wants to do any 
more; but I think there is all likeli
hood that we are going to see reduc
tions in SDI. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KASICH] has expired. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
am pleased to yield 1 additional 
minute to the gentleman to conclude. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I think 
what we are going to see is we are 
going to pass this $10 billion reduc
tion, as the gentleman from New 
Jersey says; but I think we will also 
see MX and SDI amendments which 
will take us below where even the 
House Budget Committee wanted to 
go. 

0 1500 
Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may need. 
Let me just respond to a couple of 

points. 
First of all let me say at the outset 

that I understand there are good argu
ments for voting against this amend
ment and I pointed them out. We do 
not know where the budget resolution 
is going to come out. 

In any case, the budget resolution 
does not apply to the authorization 
bill. If you do not want to vote for it, 
there are good arguments. I can argue 
it either way. I am going to vote for it 
and I think that we ought to offer, as 
a committee, we ought to off er the po
sition to the Congress as to whether 
they want to have this kind of a 
change in the thinking going into the 
consideration of the bill, before they 
move to the consideration of the bill. 
And I am offering it. 

If the House votes for it, fine; if they 
vote against it, that is fine with me, 
too. 

But let me just respond to the points 
raised by the gentleman because I 
think it is important. First of all, this 
inflation number is a real problem. We 
do not know what that inflation 
number is. 

When we project in the out years we 
do it badly. In the late 1970's we un
derestimated inflation. In the early 
1980's we overestimated inflation. In 
the late 1970's we put in too little 
money for defense programs. In the 
early 1980's we put in too much money 
for these programs. 

What I am suggesting by this 
amendment is that what we ought to 
do is fund inflation a year at a time. It 
seems to me that regardless of how we 
feel about amendments, that this is an 
idea that ought to be discussed, and I 
would like to surf ace it at the confer
ence with the Senators if we pass this 
bill. 

Let me just finish, however. We all 
know that springing a new idea on the 
other body like this is not likely to 
bring cries of joy over on that side. If 

this amendment is not accepted exact
ly the way we have it in the other 
body, we go back to the level of the 
bill and argue about the levels in the 
bill that we have right now. Or with 
whatever changes that we make be
tween now and the end of the bill 
when we consider it over the next few 
days. So we will be negotiating with 
the other body to certain budget levels 
that are already in this bill for various 
weapons systems. That is not going to 
change. 

We may be under some constraint to 
off er up, eventually bring out a budget 
resolution that is at least nominally 
consistent with where the conference 
is, if there is a budget conference in 
the meantime before there is a Senate 
conference. But in the meantime we 
are arguing the levels in this bill of 
MX, F-15's, whatever it is, whatever 
we pass, and that is going to be our 
going-in position and that is what we 
are going to argue about with the 
other body. 

A third point, the gentleman is cor
rect that t his is not going to affect 
RON DELLUMS' amendment or the 
others. But I will tell you that it will 
affect a couple. That 10 percent 
across-the-board cut on procurement I 
think will be affected. I mean people 
are more likely to vote for a 10 percent 
across-the-board cut in procurement if 
the bill we are dealing with is over the 
budget resolution than if the bill we 
are dealing with is at the budget reso
lution. I think it will affect some 
places. 

Finally, the gentleman says we could 
have brought this up at the end. Let 
me make a deal. If at the end of the 
bill we are below last year's level, just 
last year's level, if the gentleman will 
offer, I will cosponsor, an amendment 
to add back whatever inflation we 
have got to make it consistent with a 
flat freeze. In other words, let us sup
pose we end up at $2 billion below. We 
will put the $2 billion more into the 
bill for inflation. 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASPIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. COURTER. I thank the gentle
man. I am not going to stop opposing 
his amendment because of that offer, 
but I accept the off er nevertheless, 
and I am glad to share the cosponsor
ship of that amendment. 

Mr. ASPIN. If that will get me any 
votes, the deal is on. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin CMr. 
ASPIN]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced 
that the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 301, noes 
115, not voting 17, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Boehle rt 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior<MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
·Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Bustamante 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crockett 
Daschle 
de la Garza 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart <OH> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IL> 
Fas cell 
Fawell 
Fazio 

CRoll No. 1651 
AYES-301 

Feighan Martinez 
Fish Matsui 
Florio Mavroules 
Foglietta Mazzo Ii 
Foley Mccloskey 
Ford <TN> Mccurdy 
Fowler McGrath 
Frank McHugh 
Frenzel McKernan 
Frost McKinney 
Fuqua Meyers 
Garcia Mica 
Gaydos Mikulski 
Gejdenson Miller <CA> 
Gephardt Miller <WA> 
Gibbons Mineta 
Gilman Moakley 
Glickman Mollohan 
Goodling Monson 
Gordon Moody 
Gradison Moore 
Gray <IL> Morrison <CT> 
Gray <PA> Morrison <WA> 
Green Mrazek 
Gregg Murphy 
Guarini Murtha 
Gunderson Natcher 
Hall <OH> Neal 
Hamilton Nowak 
Hammerschmidt Oakar 
Hansen Oberstar 
Hatcher Obey 
Hawkins Olin 
Hayes Ortiz 
Hefner Owens 
Heftel Panetta 
Henry Parris 
Hertel Pease 
Hopkins Penny 
Horton Pepper 
Howard Perkins 
Hoyer Petri 
Hubbard Pickle 
Huckaby Porter 
Hughes Price 
Jacobs Pursell 
Jenkins Rahall 
Johnson Reid 
Jones <NC> Richardson 
Jones <OK> Ridge 
Jones <TN> Rinaldo 
Kanjorski Ritter 
Kaptur Roberts 
Kastenmeier Robinson 
Kennelly Rodino 
Kildee Roe 
Kolbe Roemer 
Kolter Rogers 
Kostmayer Rose 
Kramer Rostenkowski 
LaFalce Roth 
Lantos Roukema 
Leach <IA> Rowland <CT> 
Lehman <CA> Rowland <GA> 
Lehman <FL> Roybal 
Leland Russo 
Lent Sabo 
Levin <MI> Savage 
Levine <CA> Schaefer 
Lewis <FL> Scheuer 
Lightfoot Schneider 
Lipinski Schroeder 
Long Seiberling 
Lowry <WA> Sensenbrenner 
Lujan Sharp 
Luken Sikorski 
Lundine Skelton 
Mack Slattery 
MacKay Smith <FL> 
Madigan Smith <IA> 
Manton Smith <NE> 
Markey Smith CNJ> 
Martin CIL> Smith, Denny 
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Smith, Robert Tauke Weiss 
Snowe Tauzin Wheat 
Snyder Thomas<GA> Whitley 
Solarz Torricelli Whittaker 
Spratt Towns Whitten 
St Germain Traficant Wirth 
Staggers Traxler Wise 
Stallings Udall Wolf 
Stangeland Valentine Wolpe 
Stark Vander Jagt Wright 
Stenholm Vento Wyden 
Stokes Visclosky Wylie 
Stratton Volkmer Yates 
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The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. ADDABBO for, with Mr. FLIPPO against. 
Mr. TAYLOR changed his vote from 

"aye" to "no." 
Mr. WEISS and Mr. WHITTAKER 

changed their votes from "no" to 
"aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DICKINSON 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DICKINSON of 

Alabama: Page 13, line 15, strike out 
"$9,039,500,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$8,810, 700,000". 

At the end of title I <page 22, after line 23) 
add the following new section: 
SEC. 111. MX MISSILE PROGRAM. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is the sense of 
Congress that-

< 1 > not more than 50 MX missiles should 
be deployed in existing minuteman silos; 

<2> after procurement of 50 missiles for de
ployment in those silos, further procure
ment of MX missiles should, unless a differ
ent basing mode is proposed by the Presi
dent and agreed to by Congress, be limited 
to those necessary-

<A> for the MX missile reliability testing 
program; and 

<B> as spares within the logistics system 
supporting the deployment MX missile 
force; and 

(3) during fiscal year 1987, depending 
upon the most efficient production rate, 
from 12 to 21 MX missiles should be pro
cured, but those missiles should <as provided 
in paragraph (2)) be limited only to spare 
and test missiles unless a different basing 
mode is proposed by the President and 
agreed to by Congress. 

(b) LIMITATION ON FY 86 AND EARLIER 
FuNns.-None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available in an appropria
tion law for fiscal year 1986 or any prior 
fiscal year for procurement of missiles for 
the Air Force may be used-

< 1 > to deploy more than 50 MX missiles in 
existing Minuteman silos; 

<2> to modify, or prepare for modification, 
more than 50 existing Minuteman silos for 
the deployment of MX missiles; 

(3) to acquire basing sites for more than 
50 MX deployed missiles; or 

<4> to procure long-lead items for the de
ployment of more than 50 MX missiles. 

(C) LIMITATION ON FY 86 MX PROGRAM.
( 1 > Of the funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available in an appropriation law for 
fiscal year 1986 for procurement of missiles 
for the Air Force, not more than 
$1,889,000,000 may be used for the MX mis
sile program. 

<2> Not more than 12 MX missiles may be 
procured with funds appropriated or other
wise made available in an appropriation law 
for fiscal year 1986 for procurement of mis
siles for the Air Force. 

Mr. DICKINSON (during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

think without a doubt this amend
ment and those that will be offered in 
substitute thereof, are probably the 
most important if not-one of the 
most, if not the most important 
amendment that will be offered to this 
bill this week. 

This has to do with whether or not 
we will continue production of the MX 
missile, and if so, to what extent. 

If I might have the attention of the 
ladies and gentleman of the commit
tee, I will try to be as succinct as possi
ble and not prolong the matter, but if 
you will recall, the initial intent of the 
administration, going back to Carter, 

was to build and deploy 200 MX mis
siles. 

This administration changed that, 
and came forward with a plan to build 
and deploy 100 MX missiles. It has 
been on that premise that we have 
gone forward and 2 years ago ap
proved a production level of 21. Last 
year, we also approved an additional 
21. This year, coming out of our com
mittee, we approved an additional 21, 
which was considered by the Depart
ment of Defense as the most economi
cal production rate. 

So we had 21, 21, and then this year 
the committee recommended the au
thorization of 21 MX missiles. Since 
then, there has been a great deal of 
discussion as to whether or not we are 
willing to go forward with the full 100 
missiles. Since then, the administra
tion, meeting with the other body, has 
agreed to pause at 50. 

My amendmer1t simply conforms to 
what has been done in the other body 
and what has been agreed to by the 
administration. We are saying we are 
not going to go forward with the full 
100 that had been intended; we are 
going to build 50, we are going to stop. 
We are going to see what the Soviets 
will do in Geneva, and if they will ne
gotiate in good faith, perhaps we will 
not need to build any more. We will go 
forward with building test missiles 
only; but this bill, with a sense of the 
Congress, simply provides money for 
12-not 21-12 additional missiles 
today; 9 operational that will be de
ployed, the others will be test missiles. 
We will build nothing but test missiles 
from now on until authorized specifi
cally by the House. 
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That will give us 50 operational mis
siles in silos. After that, we will build 
no more operational missiles until we 
see what the Soviets have done in the 
negotiations in Geneva. If this House, 
if this Congress, concludes that they 
will not go forward and negotiate in 
good faith on arms reduction, then we 
can authorize affirmatively at that 
time. I am talking about 2, 3 years 
from now-then we could go forward 
with additional production. But if we 
conclude that there has been a good
faith negotiation, we simply would not 
authorize any more missiles. This 
makes sense. It saves $228 million in 
this budget; it cuts the production 
plan in one-half; if we do this, we do 
not have to come back next year and 
argue this same debate again, as we 
have for the last 2 or 3 years. 

It mekes sense in many ways: First, 
the administration supports it. The 
Air Force says that these are deployed 
in squadrons of 50. This will be one 
full squadron, without mixing them. It 
saves $228 million. It gives the Soviets 
an opportunity to show their good 
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faith. I think that this is a rational ap
proach toward the MX problem. 

Now, by way of explanation, so that 
the Members can understand, by 
agreement there will be an amend
ment offered, a substitute to my 
amendment, by Mr. MAVROULES, and 
will be cosponsored, to cap the missile 
at a lesser number of 40. I will expect 
to speak against that when the time 
comes. There will be another perfect
ing amendment offered by the gentle
man from Florida CMr. BENNETT] to 
that to eliminate all funds. 

So the Members will have three 
choices: You can vote zero funds and 
eliminate all MX forever; you can cap 
it at 40, which, in my opinion, makes 
no sense; or you can complete the 
building of one squadron and build no 
more operational missiles after 50. We 
would simply build test missiles that 
are not operational and wait 1 year, 2 
years, 3 years, until--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Alabama CMr. DICK
INSON] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DICKIN
SON was allowed to proceed for 5 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. DICKINSON. So I think we can 
resolve the question today, and I think 
it really comes down to this: Do you 
want to build nine more missiles and 
stop there? This would give the Sovi
ets an opportunity to display their 
bona fides in the negotiation process, 
or do you want to build a lesser 
number and cap it and say we will 
build no more? But, really, between 
the 40 and 50, the Air Force will tell 
you, it really does not make any sense 
because they will not have a full 
squadron, and it is very expensive to 
mix MX and Minuteman. There are 
two different training cycles and the 
computers do not integrate. 

I have a letter from Gen. Bennie 
Davis, Commander in Chief of SAC, 
saying 40 makes no sense, urging that 
if we do this we at least complete a 
squadron of 50. I think we can resolve 
the question once and for all at this 
time and not have this debate every 
year. We can come to a resolution 
within this House, and can join hands 
with the other body and the bill they 
have passed. Then, after 2 or 3 years, 
if the Soviets do not show their good 
intent to negotiate seriously and in 
good faith, at that time we can make a 
decision to go forward. In the mean
time, we have kept our base of produc
tion warm so that we are able to do 
that. If we do less than that, if we do 
not keep the production base warm, 
then if we ever decide to rev up again 
and start building, it will be twice as 
expensive as if we kept the base warm. 

So this is a commonsense approach. 
It should satisfy most everyone except 
those who want nothing, and that is 
not realistic, certainly not in view of 
the Soviet threat. 

So I would hope that the Members 
of the House would support this com
monsense approach. Let us build one 
squadron, stop, only build test mis
siles, save $228 million in this bill and 
give the Soviets an opportunity to dis
play their good faith. If, ultimately, 
they do not do so, we can make the de
cision, because we have not penalized 
ourselves by killing the line, to again 
reopen the line for operational mis
siles. It is a reasonable approach, it is 
acceptable to the White House, it has 
already been approved by the Senate. 
I would certainly hope that the Mem
bers in this body would approve it and 
vote affirmatively when the bill comes 
up-not for 40, which makes no sense, 
not for zero, but simply build these 12 
more, which would allow us to cap out 
at 50. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] yields 
back 3 minutes. 
e Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Dickinson amend
ment providing for the procurement of 
an additional 12 MX missiles. 

Deterrence is once again the root 
problem that this body must address. 
The question of how much is enough 
deterrence goes begging and in the ab
sence of a satisfactory answer, there is 
the tendency to focus on less funda
mental internal concerns. Some see 
the MX from a cost perspective, 
others see MX driving a hair trigger 
national policy, and still others would 
prefer to rely more heavily on the 
hope of future weapon systems. When 
these and other compelling factors are 
weighed, our decision remains clouded 
primarily because we have looked at 
the issue from only one side of the de
terrence equation. 

On the other hand, the threat side 
of deterrence is abundantly clear. The 
Soviets have embarked upon a deter
mined, steady increase in both nuclear 
and conventional weapons. They now 
possess the necessary combination of 
ICBM numbers, reliability, accuracy, 
and yield to destroy all U.S. silos using 
a portion of their ICBM force. Even if 
we were to launch our entire force we 
could not conflict similar damage. Be 
assured that the Soviets are not wres
tling with a question of deterrence
they are clearly wrestling with a more 
aggressive perspective. How much of 
an advantage is required to Justify a 
Soviet first strike? 

MX provides us with the potential to 
significantly erode the Soviet's confi
dence. Deployment would demonstrate 
a capability to hold, at risk, hardened 
military and political targets without 
constituting a first strike threat. De
ployment would also be in concert 
with the position of the last four U.S. 
Presidents, six U.S. Congresses, the 
general populace of our country, and 
U.S. allies in Europe. 

Now is not the time to convey a 
weak signal. Now is the time to com
municate an unqualified signal that 
we will run shoulder to shoulder with 
the Soviets if they elect to continue a 
strategic modernization race.e 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MA VROULES AS A 

SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 
MR. DICKINSON 
Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment as a substitute 
for the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MAVROULES as 

a substitute for the amendment offered by 
Mr. DICKINSON: Page 13, line 15, strike out 
"$9,039,500,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$7 ,842, 700,000". 

At the end of title I <page 22, after line 23) 
add the following new section: 
.SEC. 111. MX MISSILE PROGRAM. 

(a) LIMITATION ON FY86 PROCUREMENT 
F'uNDs FOR THE MX MISSILE PROGRAM.-Of 
the funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available in an appropriation law for fiscal 
year 1986 for procurement of missiles for 
the Air Force, not more than $921,000,000 
may be used for the MX missile program. 
Such funds may be used only for-

(1) the acquisition of not more than eight 
basing sets for the basing of MX missiles; 

<2> the acquisition of systems support con
sistent with the deployment of not more 
than 40 MX missiles; and 

(3) maintenance of the production base 
for the MX missile program. 

(b) LIMITATION ON DEPLOYMENT OF MX 
M1ss1LEs.-The number of MX missiles de
ployed at any time may not exceed 40. 

<c> POLICY ON FuTURE MX M1ss1LE PRo
cuREMENT.-Funds appropriated or other
wise made available for fiscal years after 
fiscal year 1985 for procurement of missiles 
for the Air Force may not be used for pro
curement of MX missiles except for the ac
quisition of those additional missiles re
quired for the operational test and evalua
tion program and the aging and surveillance 
program. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to speak on behalf of the substi
tute offered by Mr. MCCURDY and 
myself. 

Shortly, Mr. BENNETT will offer his 
amendment and the House will have 
before it, three varied alternatives on 
theMX. 

What we off er in this amendment is 
an honest compromise-which limits 
deployment-of the MX missile. 

During the last 4 years, this House 
has locked itself into dozens of debates 
on this one system. We have been 
about as evenly divided on this subject 
as is humanly possible. 

While the controversy on MX may 
not go away, at least we can put the 
issue behind us by adopting this lan
guage. 

Briefly, let me outline our compro
mise. 

First, the amendment legally limits 
the number of missiles to be deployed 
at 40. With 21 missiles approved in 
fiscal 1984, and 21 more in March 
1985, the amendment essentially limits 
MX deployments to those missiles al
ready approved. 
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FACT SHEET Next, the amendment is fully con

sistent with the deployment of 40 mis
siles. Basing hardware and support 
systems is provided. 

Third, our amendment authorizes 
zero new MX missiles for fiscal year 
1986. Instead, to maintain a produc
tion base, limited funds are included to 
stretch existing procurements into 
fiscal 1986. 

A total of $921 million is provided 
for basing, support, and production 
maintenance. 

With the Air Force not planning to 
deploy the 40th MX until May 1988, 
and Midgetman due to be deployed in 
1992, we are at a logical stopping point 
for the MX program. 

Another consideration must be the 
defense budget and deficits. We can 
reduce the MX request, cap the pro
gram at 40, and bring down the deficit 
without jeopardizing our national se
curity. 

The amendment reduces the admin
istration's MX budget request by $2.1 
billion; cuts $1.2 billion from the com
mittee bill, and saves $968 million 
more than the Dickinson amendment. 
These are dollars which can be applied 
directly toward the deficit, or chan
neled into other programs which will 
add muscle to our conventional forces. 

Also, I think it important to note the 
fundamental difference between this 
amendment and the one of my col
league from Alabama. 

The Dickinson amendment, almost 
identical to what was approved in the 
other body, states "it is the sense of 
Congress" that not more than 50 MX 
missiles should be deployed in existing 
Minuteman silos. 

The amendment we offer is differ
ent. It limits by statute, MX deploy
ment to 40 missiles. 

Next, there is the question of follow 
on deployments. The gentleman from 
Alabama would leave the door open on 
the question of missile deployments 
beyond 50. However, the amendment I 
off er recogizes that if the United 
States is to deploy a survivable land
based ICBM, that system must be the 
small, mobile ICBM. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. McCuRDY 
and Mr. GEPHARDT will offer an 
amendment to preserve the priority 
status of the small, single warhead 
missile. 

If you support a survivable and 
stable land based missile system, then 
it is important to support the move 
away from the 10-warhead MX, and 
toward the single warhead, mobile 
Midgetman. 

Finally, there is the question of lim
iting MX deployment to 40 missiles. 
Many have asked why 40, and not the 
50 in the Dickinson amendment? 

In the 1982 MX Development and 
Deployment Plan the Air Force stated 
that an initial deployment of "40 MX's 
in existing silos will be sufficient to 

hold the most threatening Soviet silos 
at risk." 

Today, you will hear it stated that 
the Air Force must have 50 missiles; 
that the 1982 study is no longer valid. 

Actually, if you go back to October 
1981, when the President made the 
original decision, the White House rec
ommendation was to deploy 36 MX 
missiles in Minuteman silos. 

Forty is a responsible number. 
A 40 MX missile force is not a token. 

Yet, its capability is not so large as to 
raise problems of stability. 

In broad security terms, it is hard to 
make a case that there is a significant 
difference between a 40 or 50 MX 
force. They both can destroy about 
half of the Soviet's ICBM warheads. 

Deploying 100 missiles, on the other 
hand, seems premature and danger
ous, and provides little incentive for 
success at Geneva. 

The real decision is not between 40 
and 50. The choice is between 40 and 
100 because without a permanent cap 
on missile deployments, the adminis
tration will be back next year asking 
for more missiles. 

My colleagues, I ask for your sup
port and help. This is a reasonable 
compromise. It is not perfect. 

But it does provide an opportunity 
for the Congress and the President to 
put the MX controversy behind us. 

We all want our security preserved. 
And, every Member wants the 

Geneva talks to succeed. 
We can be consistent with both goals 

by adopting this amendment. 
FACT SHEET 

Mavroules-McCurdy Amendment 
I: Funding 

I: Funding: fiscal year 1986: $921 million. 
Millions 

Other Weapon System (8 Basing 
Kits)...................................................... $323 

Support consistent with the deploy-
ment of 40 missiles............................. 498 

Flyaway <Production Base Mainte-
nance for stretching 1985 MX mis-
sile procurement into 1986).............. 100 

Total.................................................. 921 
II: Statutory Provision: The number of 

MX missiles deployed at any time may not 
exceed 40. 

III: Policy on Future MX Missile Procure
ment: Funds Authorized and Appropriated 
After Fiscal 1985 for Air Force missiles may 
not be used for the procurement of MX mis
siles except for the acquisition of those ad
ditional missiles required for the operation
al test and evaluation program and the 
aging and surveillance program. 

FACT SHEET 

Mavroules-McCurdy HASC President's budget 

Funding: $921 million ..... ......... .. 2.1 billion ... ................ $3. l billion. 
Procurement: Zero, warm 21 missiles ................. 48 missiles. 

production base. 
Total deployed: 40 .. .. .................. 50 ..... .. ............. ... .. .. .. . 68. 

~~[~\illion from President's budget. 
$1.179 billion from Armed Services Committee Position. 
$968 million from the Senate position. 

Mavrooles-McCurdy Dickinson 

$921 million ... ............................ .............. $1.889 billion. 
Authorizes: Zero missiles .......................... 12 missiles (9 deployment, 3 OT&E) . 
Limit MX Deployment. by statute, to Nonbinding, sense of Congress, de-

40 missiles. ployment pause at 50. 
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Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

support of the Dickinson amendment 
and in opposition to the Mavroules
McCurdy amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
MX amendment of the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] and to speak 
against the substitute amendment that 
has just been offered by Mr. MAv
ROULES. I do this because I believe that 
the gentleman from Alabama is right in 
the approach that he takes on this dif
ficult issue. I strongly believe in the 
need to maintain a modem nuclear 
force to provide deterrent capacity. 

The Soviets have in place over 600 
hard-target capable SS-18's and SS-
19's that pose a very severe first-strike 
threat to our land-based deterrent. It 
has not been this Nation's policy, over 
the years, to match every system the 
Soviets have deployed with one of our 
own. We have even chosen different 
mixes of weapons in our respective ar
senals. 

Some would say that on balance our 
force capacity is equal to the Soviets. 
However, the highly respected and bi
partisan Scowcroft Commission has re
ported, and I quote: 

The Soviets nevertheless now possess the 
necessary combination of ICBM numbers, 
reliability, accuracy, and warhead yields to 
destroy almost all of the 1,047 U.S. ICBM 
silos using only a portion of their own 
ICBM force. 

On assessing this imbalance, the 
Scowcroft Commission strongly urges 
the maintenance of the triad of nucle
ar forces. That is our land, sea and air
based nuclear systems. The Commis
sion cites the attack planning prob
lems that an adversary would face if 
he was contemplating a strike against 
these three-force elements. If we 
maintai:'l an effective triad system, the 
characteristcs of his attacking system 
could not completely counter the ef
fectiveness of our air, sea, and land
based systems. Thus, he may be and 
would be deterred from contemplating 
such an attack. 

Now, for this to be effective, it is ab
solutely essential that all the systems 
within the triad be modem, up-to
date, effective, and the most modem 
that we can produce. This has been 
true. We are producing, finally, a B-1 
bomber; we have a Trident system 
going to sea; and we are in the midst 
of debating what our policy should be 
with the modernization program of 
MX. The missile system that was to 
supplement and replace the Titan sys-
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terns and the early Minutemen that 
have been relied upon by our country 
for well over 20 years. 

The point is that perhaps some new 
Soviet threat can be launched against 
another leg of the triad, and so all 
must be strong. To begin to unilateral
ly reduce or cut or cap at a low 
number, an unrealistically low 
number, the MX system, I think is the 
wrong action to take. 

The negotiators at Geneva are very 
much interested in what we do here 
today. Mr. DICKINSON'S amendment 
supports those negotiators very well, 
because it does not undercut them. Be
cause the MX missiles will continue to 
proceed as the talks proceed. Now a 
cap of 40, and the production line 
being simply stretched out, and no 
new missiles being procured is a sign 
of stepping down the triad. Not main
taining and developing new technolo
gy and strengthening our defenses. 

If we do this, there will be little in
centive for the Soviets to really come 
forward and to talk seriously about re
ciprocating in response because they 
consider this a unilateral action on the 
part of the United States; all they 
have to do is sit back and do nothing. 

Our triad of nuclear systems has 
kept the peace in our country for over 
40 years. However, as we all know, the 
land-based leg is aging and approach
ing, rapidly, obsolescence. To keep this 
collective force as a viable and credible 
deterrent, we have to continue to mod
ernize and keep all legs strong, and 
modernize the land-based leg. That is 
why I urge each of you, my colleagues, 
to continue to support this deterrent 
to keep the force structure that has 
proven its worth for over three dec
ades. To do that, we need to adopt the 
Dickinson amendment and not the 
Mavroules approach. 
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Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word, and I rise 
in support of the McCurdy-Mavroules 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the MX program 
plays an important role in the calculus 
of national security, nuclear deter
rence and arms control. Nevertheless, 
I have concluded, in the light of devel
opments in our strategic nuclear pro
grams and the impact of budget re
strictions, that now is the time to cap 
the deployment of MX missiles. 

In 1982, the Air Force concluded 
that an initial deployment of 40 MX 
missiles in existing Minuteman III 
silos would, in the near term, be suffi
cient to hold the most threatening 
Soviet missile silos at risk while the 
search went on for a more survivable 
basing mode for the remaining MX's. 

I fully realize that the Air Force 
was, and still is, not advocating stop
ping MX deployment at 40 missiles. 
But I have found nothing, in the sub
sequent Scowcroft Commission report 

or from any other source, that invali
dates the Air Force's logic concerning 
the initial deployment of the first 40 
MX missiles. 

Indeed, the success of the MX test 
program to date reinforces it. The 
400-and 2 repeat-the 400 highly ac
curate warheads on these 40 missiles 
will put at risk a major portion of su
perhardened Soviet nuclear facilities 
now virtually invulnerable to our ex
isting missiles. But the number of war
heads will not be sufficient to put at 
risk all of their land-based nuclear 
missiles; therefore, the deployment 
cannot be considered giving the United 
States a first strike capability. Rather, 
nuclear deterrence and stability will be 
strengthened. I would also like to un
derscore the fact that the MX devel
opment and production schedule calls 
for the deployment of the 40th missile 
in May of 1988 at the earliest, regard
less of the final number of MX's 
chosen for deployment. 

In authorizing 42 MX missiles, the 
Congress has provided the number of 
MX's considered necessary for nation
al security in the near term by the Air 
Force and we have provided the neces
sary support for our arms control ne
gotiators in Geneva. With the Air 
Force not planning to deploy the forti
eth MX until May 1988, and the Midg
etman due to begin deployment not 
later than 1992, we are at a logical 
stopping point for MX deployment. 

When the Armed Services Commit
tee took up consideration of the fiscal 
year 1986 defense authorization bill, 
we found ourselves facing very diffi
cult budget choices. The recommenda
tion of the Scowcroft Commission to 
deploy 100 MX's was made at a time 
when defense spending was expected 
to increase at about 6 percent a year. 
Such growth, as we all now realize, is 
totally unrealistic. Instead, very seri
ous priority decisions within the de
fense budget are necessary in order to 
meet our goal of reducing the Federal 
deficit. As a result, budgetary pres
sures are threatening conventional 
force improvements and readiness, as 
well as promising strategic programs 
such as Midgetman, the advanced 
technology bomber and the advanced 
cruise missile. 

My distinguished colleague, NICK 
MAVROULES, in making his own analy
sis, independent of mine, arrived at 
the same conclusions. Hence we decid
ed to jointly propose an amendment to 
limit MX deployment to 40 missiles. 

Our amendment provides $921 mil
lion in fiscal year 1986 MX funding for 
the development of the basing facili
ties and the technical support neces
sary to deploy 40 MX missiles, as well 
as to maintain the MX production line 
during fiscal year 1986. Further, at the 
appropriate time, whether in confer
ence with the Senate or a future pro
curement, the amendment is fully con
sistent with the acquisition of the nee-

essary MX test and evaluation mis
siles. 

My distinguished colleague, Mr. 
MAVROULES, and I support the concept 
of a nuclear triad because we believe it 
enhances deterrence and contributes 
to the stability necessary to prevent 
nuclear war. We believe that in order 
to maintain the viability of the nucle
ar triad, we need to shift the focus of 
the triad's land-based leg as soon as 
practical from MIRV'd missiles based 
in vulnerable silos, to one modernized 
with ICBM's of less target appeal and 
increased survivability. 

By capping the MX deployment at 
40 missiles we take the first step in 
this restructuring. Please join with us 
in making this possible by supporting 
the McCurdy-Mavroules amendment. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BENNETT TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MAVROULES AS A 
SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 
MR. DICKINSON 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I 

off er an amendment to the amend
ment offered as a substitute for the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BENNETT to 

the amendment offered by Mr. MAVROULES 
as a substitute for the amendment offered 
by Mr. DICKINSON: Strike out the dollar 
amount proposed to be inserted by the 
amendment at page 13, line 15, and insert in 
lieu thereof "$6,921,700,000". 

In the section proposed to be inserted by 
the amendment, strike out all after "SEC. 
111." and insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing: 

TERMINATION OF MX MISSILE PROGRAM AND 
TRANSFERS TO CONVENTIONAL PROGRAMS. 

(a) LIMITATION ON FY86 AND LATER 
FuNDs.-No funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available for procurement of missiles 
for the Air Force for fiscal year 1986 or for 
any later fiscal year may be obligated for 
the MX missile program. 

(b) LIMITATION ON PRIOR-YEAR FuNDS RE
MAINING AVAILABLE FOR 0BLIGATION.-Funds 
appropriated or otherwise made available 
for procurement of missiles for the Air 
Force for a fiscal year before fiscal year 
1986 that remain available for obligation 
may not be obligated for the MX missile 
program. 

(C) AUTHORIZATION OF TRANSFER OF PRIOR· 
YEAR MX FuNDS INTO CONVENTIONAL PRo
GRAMS.-Subject to the provisions of appro
priations Acts, the Secretary of Defense 
may transfer to amounts appropriated for 
fiscal year 1986 for the Department of De
fense any amounts appropriated or other
wise made available for procurement for the 
MX missile program for a fiscal year before 
fiscal year 1986. Any amount transferred 
pursuant to the preceding sentence shall be 
available only for conventional warfare pro
grams. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
CONVENTIONAL PROGRAMS.-There is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 
1986 for procurement for the Armed Forces 
$2,117,800,000. Amounts appropriated pur
suant to such authorization shall be avail
able only for conventional warfare pro
grams. Such authorization is in addition to 
any other authorization provided in this 
title. 
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Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, some 

years ago, 2 or 3 or whatever it was, 
when we started the debate about the 
MX missile, I remember saying that 
this particular thing, the triad, was 
not the trinity, and we still hear talk 
here on the floor of the House about 
having three branches. Of course, we 
have three branches anyway. We have 
the cruise missile, and we also have 
low-trajectory submarine operation if 
you want to have another way of 
doing it. The cruise missile can be 
fired from the air or the sea or land. 

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the authori
zation of any funds for the MX missile 
for three basic reasons: It is a highly 
vulnerable weapon, the funds for 
which should be spent for more 
needed weapons. Second, this weapon 
is not needed for any talks with the 
Soviets. We have seen that carried out 
in recent events. Third, it does not add 
to our strategic deterrence in any sub
stantial manner. Most people agree on 
these conclusions. 

Mr. Chairman, many Members voted 
for the MX in March, under the illu
sion that the missile was a necessary 
bargaining chip for the Geneva arms 
talks. Urgent lobbying by our Geneva 
negotiators and by some of our re
spected colleagues stressed that a vote 
against the MX would undercut the 
U.S. position in the talks. But experts 
agree that the talks were started not 
because of the MX but because of star 
wars, SDI, and the talks from the first 
focused on possible tradeoffs between 
our star wars research and Soviet of -
f ensive weapons. The MX is not a bar
gaining chip-and never was. The ar
gument about the MX helping the 
talks may have been believed by some 
and accepted as an excuse by others 
but never had any real foundation in 
fact. 

Nor is there a convincing military ra
tionale for the MX in these silos. At a 
House Armed Services Committee 
hearing on February 5, 1985, I asked 
Secretary Caspar Weinberger why he 
now supported putting the MX into 
existing Minuteman silos when at his 
January 6, 1981, Senate confirmation 
hearing he had said, and I am now 
quoting what he said at that time and 
the year before. 

0 1600 
He said-and this is Weinberger 

speaking: 
I would feel that simply putting the MX 

into existing silos would not answer two or 
three concerns that I have, namely, that the 
location of these are well-known and are not 
hardened sufficiently-nor could they be
to be of sufficient strategic value to count as -
a strategic improvement of our forces. 

He replied in our hearing this year 
when I asked him about that state
ment-and I am quoting from h5.m 
again: 

I misjudged at that time the ingenuity of 
American science, because now we do have 
methods of hardening those silos vastly 

beyond what we could at that time, and 
vastly ahead of what are now considered-or 
have been considered until very recently
ceilings. 

Secretary Weinberger left the com
mittee and the Congress with the very 
definite impression that there were ex
isting plans to harden the Minuteman 
silos, and thus solve the MX vulner
ability problem. 

But there were no plans. At a hear
ing of the Research and Development 
Subcommittee, of which I am a 
member, on April 3 of this year, Assist
ant Secretary of the Air Force Thomas 
Cooper told the committee, and I 
quote: 

No decision has been made to put them in 
hardened silos. And I cannot sit here and 
assure you that we can build a hardened silo 
• • • we have yet to build and fully test a 
full-scale hardened silo. 

So there were no plans after all, only 
research. Further, this research is so 
unpromising that the defense authori
zation bill recommended by the full 
House Armed Services Committee cuts 
the $172 million the Air Force had re
quested for hardening silos and deep 
underground basing research. Our 
committee report states that, eventu
ally, increases in Soviet accuracy will 
enable Soviet missiles to knock out a 
hardened silo, no matter how hard we 
make it. Therefore, the committee is 
prividing a small amount of fund only 
as a hedge against the future vulner
ability of the new Midgetman mobile 
system. The committee has made a 
sound decision to stop a pointless 
hardening program which could cost 
as much as $20 billion to complete, 
and all for nothing. As General Brent 
Scowcroft told the committee, "in the 
race between accuracy and hardening, 
eventually hardening has to lose." 

The last line of defense for the MX 
supporters is that we need the MX to 
knock out Soviet silos. This is simply 
not true. The new Trident II, D-5, mis
siles will become operational in 1989. 
Published reports indicate that the 
Trident II will be just as accurate as 
the MX, with a CEP of 400 feet or 
less. Most importantly, this missile 
will be deployed by our most invulner
able basing mode, the Trident subma
rine fleet. The Navy plans to deploy 
480 Trident II missiles. This is more 
than enough to put Soviet hardened 
silos and command centers at risk. We 
do not need the MX for this mission. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida CMr. BEN
NETT] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. BEN
NETT was allowed to proceed for 5 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, final
ly, let me say that whenever we debate 
the MX missile very few Members of 
Congress actually speak in favor of 
this missile. It is always-or almost 
always-put in terms of support for 
arms control talks, or the need to mod-

ernize our strategic forces, or how dan
gerous the Soviet systems are or sus
taining the triad. As I have already 
pointed out we have the cruise missile 
anyway even without the MX. 

But very few Members actually 
favor this missile, or say they do. The 
Congress gave half-hearted approval 
to the MX in March, not because it 
was convinced of the value of the MX, 
but because it was put under tremen
dous pressure not to look weak on de
fense. 

Now we are playing numbers games 
with the missile. President Reagan 
originally wanted to deploy 100 mis
siles and build an additional 123 as 
spares and for testing. Now the Senate 
has accepted Senator NuNN's plan to 
deploy 50 missiles and build an addi
tional 60 to 80 as spares and for tests. 
Mr. MAVROULES and Mr. MCCURDY 
want to cap the program at 40 de
ployed, but allow some others for 
future testing. 

I do not want to play this game. I see 
no reason to vote for even one more 
missile. 

After all, this is a very faulted mis
sile. It is a missile that.can be knocked 
out, and there are much better places 
to put our money, even in strategic 
weaponry. 

The MX Program is a failure. It is to 
defense what the horse collar is to 
modern industry. It should have been 
killed a long time ago, but the Con
gress has always found some excuse to 
keep it alive, as most of private enter
prise and the industrial complex sees 
to it that we do. This faulted program 
is obsolete and far too expensive for 
the mission. It has been kept alive by 
artificial respiration long enough. It is 
time to pull the plug. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to put an end to the waste of billions 
of dollars of the taxpayers' money by 
voting to terminate the MX program 
and to use the billions of dollars saved 
toward the purchase of much more 
needed conventional weapons and ma
teriel that is needed for the European 
theater. 

We have been told by General 
Rogers that it is only a matter of days 
before we will have to go to nuclear 
war in Europe. We should protect our
selves against that and use this money 
for conventional weaponry instead. 

My amendment does exactly that. It 
saves $2.1 billion in fiscal year 1986 
money and applies the money where it 
should be and where it is most needed, 
and that is in conventional defense. 

It also terminates the MX missile 
program, which will save as much as 
$10 billion in the future if we have 
only a 50-round program. But with the 
other 50 the President asks for, it 
would save $20 billion. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I urge that this 
amendment to the substitute offered 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts 
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CMr. MAVROULES] be approved, and 
that we vote down the MX missile 
once and for all. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, 
last week, the President made what all 
of us who are concerned about the 
arms race and the Geneva negotia
tions felt was a statesmanlike deci
sion-to continue to comply with the 
SALT II treaty. Many of us were, 
therefore, surprised and even shocked 
when the Soviet Union quickly dis
missed his action and accompanied 
their response with denunciation. 
What appeared to be an action by the 
President to go "the extra mile" for 
arms control was denounced as part of 
an effort for the destruction of all 
arms control agreements between the 
two superpowers. 

Some light has been thrown on this 
puzzle by an article by Dusko Doder in 
the Washington Post for Sunday, June 
16. Because of its relevance to the 
debate on the various weapons sys
tems dealt with by the defense author
ization, I am offering it for printing in 
the RECORD following my remarks. As 
we debate these issues, it is extremely 
important that we understand the 
impact of our actions on the Soviets 
and our ability to influence them in 
the direction of rational arms control 
and away from further escalation of 
the arms race. 

Writing from Moscow, Mr. Doder re
ported that: 

The Soviets see the United States moving 
inexorably toward abrogation of the 1972 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, which they 
regard as the foundation for SALT I, SALT 
II, and all other existing or contemplated 
arms agreements. 

It appears that the Soviets see the 
combined effect of the star wars de
fense project and the development of 
such weapons systems as MX, Trident 
II, and Antisatellite missiles as work
ing toward a preemptive first strike ca
pability for the United States from 
which they also deduce a projected 
first-strike policy. Their reasoning is 
well summarized by Doder as follows: 

The Soviet leadership has been advised by 
its top scientists that a defensive shield 
planned by Washington would not be effec
tive in case of an all-out surprise attack on 
the United States. 

However, if the United States were to 
launch a first-strike attack on the Soviet 
Union, the space-based antimissile systems 
could prove effective to a considerable 
degree in deflecting a Soviet retaliatory 
strike. 

This has led Soviet strategists to conclude 
that SDI is a strictly offensive system since 
its effectiveness depended on a preemptive 
U.S. attack. 

The Soviets have already stated that 
their response to SDI would focus on 
both a qualitative and a numerical 
buildup of their offensive strategic 
weapons. In this context one can begin 
to see how the President's willingness 
to continue compliance with the 
unratified SALT II Treaty, which he 
had heretofore described as "fatally 

flawed," can be seen by the Soviets as 
an efforts to keep the Soviets under 
the SALT limits on numbers of mis
siles and warheads or put them in the 
position of taking the blame for 
breaching those limits. 

I do not mean to imply that the So
viets' inference are correct, but only 
that the combined effect of the ac
tions and statements of the adminin
stration and the Congress may be to 
stimulate such inferences. That is why 
it is so important for Congress to act 
now to create a different atmosphere, 
in which it may be possible to reduce 
the suspicions and paranoia, before 
both countries are locked into a pos
ture which makes negotiations even 
more difficult or impossible. As Mr. 
Doder says: 

Underlying the Soviet statement is the 
continued deterioration in bilateral rela
tions, domestic circumstances, anger, pride 
and-above all-suspicion that have locked 
the leaders of both countries onto a course 
whereby neither seems willing to take a 
major step toward the deescalation of the 
conflict. 

Mr. Chairman, it is customary for us 
to demand that the President exercise 
leadership, that he rise above the sus
picions and tensions of the moment 
and take bold new initiatives to break 
the vicious circle of the nuclear arms 
race. Isn't it also time that we in Con
gress do the same? We have an oppor
tunity to do just that in our votes on 
these terrifying, destabilizing, and 
costly weapons systems. Let's act now 
while there is still a chance for pro
ductive negotiations for nuclear arms 
reduction. 

The full text of the Dusko Doder ar
ticle follows these remarks: 
[From the Washington Post, June 16, 19851 

DETERIORATING TIES, SUSPICION FuELED 
Moscow's QUICK REBUFF 

<By Dusko Doder) 
Moscow, June 15.-It was seen in Wash

ington as a critical battle for Ronald Rea
gan's mind. And when the president an
nounced Monday that he would not under
cut the restraints of the unratified SALT II 
treaty, he was praised by his critics for an 
act of statesmanship that could save the 
arms control process. 

Why, then, did the Soviets so Quickly and 
firmly dismiss Reagan's move? Why did 
they see it as merely a sophisticated public 
relations gimmick? Why do they continue to 
believe that the president was not going 
"the extra mile" for arms control but rather 
for the "destruction" of all arms agreements 
between the two superpowers? 

Answers to these questions can be found 
in Soviet public and private statements 
during the past few months. Underlying 
them is the continued deterioration in bilat
eral relations, domestic circumstances, 
anger, pride and-above all-suspicion that 
have locked the leaders of both countries 
onto a course whereby neither seems willing 
to take a major step toward the deescalation 
of the conflict. 

Looking from Moscow, one can clearly 
define three areas through which Soviet of
ficials explain their current position. 

First is the technical aspect put forward 
by a number of senior figures, including the 

defense minister, Marshal Sergei Sokolov, 
and Marshal Sergei Akhromeyev, the chief 
of staff. 

The Soviets see the United States moving 
inexorably toward abrogation of the 1972 
Antiballistic Missile Treaty, which they 
regard as the foundation for SALT I, SALT 
II and all other existing or contemplated 
arms agreements. 

Akhromeyev put this view succinctly 
when he said that restraints or reductions 
on offensive nuclear means <such as those 
provided under SALT II> are "unthinkable" 
without the ABM treaty. That treaty, in 
Moscow's view, is now gravely threatened by 
Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative, also 
known as "Star Wars." 

While the president was announcing his 
SALT II decision, his senior advisers were 
publicly stating that some elements of SDI 
could become operational during Reagan's 
presidency. 

The Soviets are convinced that the United 
States is busily testing components of the 
new space-based missile defense system. As 
Col. Gen. Nikolai Chervov put it recently, 
referring to Reagan advisers' statements, 
"they are not going to make this out of 
papier-mache." 

In the simplies terms, the Soviets, accord
ing to their statements, believe the presi
dent is contemplating setting up a defensive 
shield around the United States, while the 
ABM treaty allows each side to erect only 
one such shield around a specified area 
<either the nation's capital or a military in
stallation). 

SDI, apart from being a violation of the 
treaty, would introduce new strategic prob
lems that would make SALT II obsolete, 
they say. 

The Russians have repeatedly asserted 
that they would not tolerate a change in the 
strategic parity and that their counterre
sponse would nullify any possible U.S. ad
vantages. Moreover, they have made it clear 
that their response would focus on a quali
tative and numerical buildup of their offen
sive strategic means. 

Hence, that the president should be will
ing to continue compliance with the unrati
fied SALT II, which he had described as "fa
tally flawed," is seen here as sinister or, as 
one senior analyst put it, even "comical." 

The second Soviet concern is political. 
Reagan's SALT decision was qualified in a 
way that served to reinforce Moscow's view 
that his policy toward the Soviet Union is 
one of "pure intimidation" and continuous 
search for leverage over domestic Soviet af
fairs. 

The Soviet government statement on this 
issue had made it clear that the Russians do 
not intend to play Reagan's perceived game. 

Privately, officials here see Reagan's deci
sion as just another "coercive tool" to be 
used to keep Moscow off balance and "in 
continuous suspense." 

The move to remain in compliance with 
SALT II is seen as having a double purpose. 
On the one hand, officials say, it was de
signed to encourage those elements in the 
Soviet elite that still believe in the possibili
ty of an arms deal with Reagan. 

In pursuing this objective the Americans 
are operating on the assumption "that we 
are more interested in the fate of SALT II 
than they," one said. 

On the other hand, according to a senior 
official, "they decided not to undercut the 
treaty at this time in order not to frighten 
us too much." The decision came at a time 
when the Soviets are drafting their econom
ic plans for the next five-year period and 
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are presumed to be concerned with the pros
pect of an economically ruinous arms race. 

The Russians are particularly angry at an
other "coercive tool" the president reintro
duced in his decision Monday-namely his 
allegations about Soviet noncompliance 
with SALT II provisions and in particular 
his stated intention to change or modify his 
decision by using this tool at a time of his 
choice. 

This suggested to Moscow that his deci
sion was tactical. Officials charged here 
that the wording of the president's an
nouncement was an example of double talk. 
While denouncing Moscow for continuing 
an "unparalleled and unwarranted military 
buildup," he did not make any specific de
mands for a change in Soviet actions for 
continued observance of SALT II. 

The third, most important Soviet concern 
is strategic. The Soviets take SALT II as 
part of Reagan's overall policy toward the 
Soviet Union, linking "Star Wars" firmly to 
their assessments of U.S. intentions. 

The Soviet leadership has been advised by 
its top scientists that a defensive shield 
planned by Washington would not be effec
tive in case of an all-out surprise attack on 
the United States. 

However, if the United States were to 
launch a first-strike attack on the Soviet 
Union, the spacebased antimissile systems 
could prove effective to a considerable 
degree in deflecting a Soviet retaliatory 
strike. 

This has led Soviet strategists to conclude 
that SDI is a strictly offensive system since 
its effectiveness depended on a preemptive 
U.S. attack. 

Consequently, the Russians see this as not 
only a highly destabilizing factor likely to 
increase U.S. temptations to attack the 
Soviet Union but also a program reflecting 
such intentions at a point where the United 
States gains strategic superiority over the 
Soviet Union. 

This argument is reinforced by the fact 
that the United States plans a steady 
growth of its offensive nuclear means 
through the rest of this century. 

Another broader strategic concern rests 
on a perception here that the ultimate ob
jective of Reagan's rearmament program, 
military budgets and policy toward arms 
control is to suffocate the Soviet Union eco
nomically. As Georgi Arbatov, a Kremlin ad
viser on American affairs, put it recently, all 
this is designed "to delay socioeconomic de
velopment" of this country. 

The Soviets see Reagan and his aides as 
being mesmerized by what they believe to 
be a great technological advantage enjoyed 
by the United States. According to this view, 
the American leadership believes that the 
sharp escalation of costs in a new arms race 
will exert intolerable pressures on the 
Soviet economy and that an economic col
lapse would lead to a political collapse. 

In this context, SALT II and other trea
ties are seen as being used by Washington 
as "coercive options" along with western ef
forts to stimulate internal dissent, spread 
news about ethnic and religious discontent 
as part of what Chervov called an "all-out 
psychological war" against the Sovi~t 
Union. 

Officials here give the impression that the 
prospects for the Geneva talks are gloomy 
and that little headway could be made with
out an improvement in U.S.-Soviet relations. 

Finally, the Russians are convinced that 
Reagan's statement Monday was not direct
ed at Moscow but at his various domestic 
constituencies, at Congress and at Western 

Europe. As such, one Soviet official said, the 
statement "is a work of a public-relations 
genius." 

The upshot is a delay in making a decision 
that makes Reagan look conciliatory and 
statesmanlike. But the United States in the 
meantime will proceed with a mobile, single
warhead "Midgetman" missile as supple
ment to the large, 10-war-head MX and con
tinue developing esoteric technologies that 
threaten what the Soviets see as the most 
important of all arms agreements, the 1972 
ABM treaty. 

It is apparent that there is a new mood in 
Moscow. 

After the turmoil of three successive lead
ership transitions, the ruling elite has re
gained confidence and the impulse to re
shape society. It is unclear how radical 
these changes will be. 

Given the almost complete preoccupation 
of the new Soviet leader, Mikhail Gorba
chev, with domestic matters, one has the 
impression that the Russians would genu
inely try to preserve the arms control proc
ess. 

Given Reagan's policy, however, there will 
be temptations here to use the external 
challenge for domestic purposes in Gorba
chev's efforts to mobilize society behind his 
modernization program. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to try a unanimous-consent re
quest to see if we can agree to limit 
time here. I would like to exempt the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. STRAT
TON] for his 5 minutes. 

Having done that, I would ask unani
mous consent that all time on the 
pending MX amendments, and all 
amendments thereto, be concluded by 
6 p.m., with the time to be divided 
equally among the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON], the gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. MAv
ROULES], and the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. BENNETT]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, under my 
reservation I am asking a question of 
the committee chairman. 

There is the possibility, if not the 
probability, that if the Bennett 
amendment is defeated, there might 
be an amendment to Mavroules, sub
stituting for that. That would be a 
perfecting amendment. The question I 
have is whether that can be proffered 
under the time limit between now and 
6 o'clock. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, it was my antici
pation that what we would have would 
probably be 2 hours of debate, equally 
divided, and then vote l, 2, 3, first on 
the Bennett amendment, then on the 
Mavroules amendment, and then--

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, 
under my reservation, I would say that 
I would have no problem with the 2 
hours provided I would be given the 
opportunity to pro ff er an amendment. 
Structured that way, having three 
votes, would just perhaps give that op
portunity before 6 o'clock. 

Mr. ASPIN. Does the gentleman con
sider offering the amendment himself, 
or has he heard about some other 
Member offering it? 

Mr. COURTER. No; I would be of
fering the amendment myself. 

Mr. ASPIN. Would the gentleman 
like to have debate on the amend
ment? 

Mr. COURTER. I would like to have 
5 minutes maximum to describe it and 
articulate its positions. So, if the unan
imous-consent request could protect 
my amendment and give me 5 minutes, 
then I would have no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
have to make the observation that 
under the unanimous-consent request 
of the gentleman from Wisconsin the 
gentleman would have to get his time 
from the Members who control the 
time. 

Mr. ASPIN. Well, I am sure we could 
come to some agreement to yield time 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, fur
ther reserving the right to object, that 
is fine as long as I have the good-faith 
representation that I will be yielded 
the 5 minutes to explain my amend
ment. If so, then I would withdraw my 
reservation of objection. 

Mr. ASPIN. Also, then, included in 
that is the understanding that the 
Members who control the time will 
yield at least 5 minutes to the gentle
man from New Jersey to explain his 
amendment. He may or may not offer 
it after the vote on the Bennett 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
make the observation that the Chair 
has no control over that. If the gentle
men will yield time through some 
agreement reached with the gentle
man from New Jersey, that is perfect
ly all right with the Chair. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I renew 
my unanimous-consent request. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, 
reserving the right to object, I have a 
question. • 

I just want to ask this question here. 
I am willing to give the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. COURTER] some 
time so he may off er his amendment, 
but the agreement that the chairman 
of the committee is seeking here is 
that we take 2 hours of general 
debate, 40 minutes on each side or for 
each Member, and then that we vote 
on the three proposed amendments. 
Therefore, the gentleman would not 
be in line to off er his amendment, and 
if he is going to amend my substitute, 
I certainly would want the time and 
the right to defend my position 
against his amendment. 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, if I were to 
be given 10 minutes, I would certainly 
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split that 5 and 5. I am obviously look
ing for an opportunity to protect my 
right to off er an amendment, at the 
same time recognizing everybody's 
concern about spending more time 
than is necessary on an issue that we 
are all quite familiar with. 
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Mr. MA VROULES. All I am saying, 

Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman is 
going to off er an amendment to the 
Bennett amendment, or whatever, we 
want it up front so we have an oppor
tunity to discuss it. If the gentleman 
takes it on the end, the gentleman has 
the total advantage. 

Mr. COURTER. Well my problem, if 
the gentleman will yield to me under 
his reservation, under the rules I 
cannot off er an amendment until one 
of them is voted down, so I have to 
wait until close to 6 o'clock to do that; 
so I am looking for a way that I can be 
accommodated and the request can be 
honored as well. 

Mr. ASPIN. The gentleman will ex
plain in the debate what the .amend
ment would be and how the gentleman 
would offer it, what the gentleman's 
amendment would be should he off er 
it during the gentleman's discussion, I 
take it. 

Mr. COURTER. Oh, yes, when it is 
read I would explain what the amend
ment is. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I renew 
the request. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN]? \ 

Mr. COURTER. Reserving the right 
of object, Mr. Chairman, I just would 
like to hear the unanimous-consent re
quest repeated to know that I am pro
tected to off er an amendment if and 
when the Bennett amendment is com
pleted. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I will explain to 
the gentleman, it is an understanding 
by the people on our side, I have not 
checked with the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. DICKINSON], but the gentle
man from Florida CMr. BENNETT], and 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
CMr. MAVROULES] have agreed to grant 
the gentleman from New Jersey CMr. 
COURTER] a certain amount of time 
here to explain his amendment here. 

The unanimous-consent request is 
that debate on these amendments and 
all amendments thereto finish by 6 
o'clock. Of course, other people can 
offer amendments but there will be no 
debate and the gentleman from New 
Jersey, of course, would be able to 
offer his amendment, but he will have 
had time in the debate to explain his 
amendment. 

Mr. COURTER. Further reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Chairman, per
haps it can be done this way. 

Can I, under my reservation, make a 
unanimous-consent request that, after 
the vote on the Bennett amendment, I 
be given an opportunity to proffer a 
substitute amendment and be given 10 
minutes to debate, 5 in favor and 5 op
posed? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
make the suggestion that if this is 
agreed to by the gentleman from Wis
consin CMr. AsPIN], let the gentleman 
from Wisconsin CMr. ASPIN] include 
that in his pending unanimous-con·· 
sent request. 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no objection to that being includ
ed in the unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reser
vation of objection. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, if that is 
acceptable then the following thing 
will be proposed. 

We would propose that debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto finish by 6 o'clock. At 6 o'clock 
we will have a vote on the Bennett 
amendment. After the vote on the 
Bennett amendment, the gentleman 
from New Jersey CMr. COURTER] is in 
order to off er an amendment, for 
which there will be 10 minutes of 
debate, 5 minutes for the gentleman 
from New Jersey CMr. COURTER] and 5 
minutes in opposition to the gentle
man from New Jersey CMr. COURTER]. 

We will proceed then, if the gentle
man from New Jersey CMr. COURTER] 
offers an amendment, to vote on the 
Courter amendment, to vote on the 
Mavroules amendment, and to vote on 
the Dickinson amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN]? 

Mr. STRATTON. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Chairman, I un
derstood the chairman to say that my 
5 minutes would not be included 
before we start. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair under
stands that the time of the gentleman 
from New York CMr. STRATTON] is ex
cluded from the unanimous-consent 
request. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin CMr. AsPIN]? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from New York CMr. STRATTON] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes, exclusive of the 
time allocation at 6 o'clock. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, as 
one who has spent many months and 
has shed considerable blood in this 
Chamber in support of the MX missile 
system, I frankly am a little bit cha
grined to recognize that now this great 
debate has come down to a question of 
whether we are going to stop with just 
40 missiles in silos, or whether we are 
going to stop with 50 missiles in silos. 
But obviously, anybody who is famil-

iar with politics in the Congress of the 
United States can recognize reality. 
When the President of the United 
States, who is the No. 1 proponent of 
the MX-even over this Member-has 
agreed to the 50-missile figure and the 
leadership of the other body has also 
agreed with that number, obviously 
the situation is a little bit different. It 
does present us with some serious 
problems. But it seems to me, Mr. 
Chairman, that it makes very little 
sense for us to have spent the time, 
and the effort, and the enterprise, and 
the argumentation on this missile 
system as we have done over the years, 
back from the Carter administration 
into the Reagan administration, and 
having expended $12 billion in a weap
ons system with 92 percent of that 
money already obligated by the end of 
this month, for us to come down now 
to what is in my judgment an ignomin
ious end for this very remarkable 
system. 

But the problem that generated the 
MX has very definitely not gone away. 
Why was the MX brought into cre
ation? What was the reason? The 
reason was, even in the Carter admin
istration, it was recognized that the 
Soviet Union with their offensive mis
sile buildup and with the throw-weight 
of their ICBM weapons, particularly 
the enormous, mammoth, destructive 
SS-18's and 19's, that our entire land
based nuclear deterrent could be 
wiped out in an afternoon and the So
viets would still have enough weapons 
to respond to any second strike that 
we might throw against them. 

What seems even more strange is 
that many of these Members who are 
proposing that we put the MX in 
mothballs-and that is basically what 
it is-under the Mavroules amend
ment. What is even more surprising, 
the opponents of MX now want . to 
push for the Midgetman. Would that 
protect us from the SS-18's and the 
19's? Of course not. So why should we 
spend our money on the Midgetman? 
Presumably people think that because 
it is called a Midgetman, it is going to 
cost much less than the MX. 

Well, that is just not the case. It's 
going to be much more expensive, not 
only in terms of its technology and its 
construction, but it is also going to re
quire a very substantial number of sol
diers to handle that particular 
weapon. 

On what kind of honeydew have 
these individuals who want to shut 
down the MX system been feeding? 
Have they gotten a new message from 
the negotiators in Geneva that MX is 
no longer needed for balance in those 
negotiations, and that the Soviet 
Union is responding with great courte
sy to the efforts of ourselves to contin
ue to maintain arms control agree
ment, such as the limitations pre
scribed by SALT II? 
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Quite the contrary. The Chairman 

of the Soviet Communist Party, Mr. 
Gorbachev, is trashing us at every op
portunity. Even when the President of 
the United States not only agreed with 
our distinguished chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee to contin
ue to support the terms of SALT II 
and went even the second mile by de
ciding to tear up a submarine, Mr. 
Gorbachev didn't even say "thanks," 
he just said that we were the ones who 
were violating the SALT II. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
observe that the allocation of time to 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
DICKINSON], the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts CMr. MAVROULES], and the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. BEN
NETT] is 30 minutes apiece. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BADHAM]. 

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Dickinson amend
ment and opposed to the other two 
amendments by the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MAVROULES] and 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. BEN
NETT]. 

Basically, we have three proposals 
before us at the present time; first of 
all, the proposal by the distinguished 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. BEN
NETT] which would just wipe out the 
MXprogram. 

I think we have discussed this earlier 
this year in March. We discussed it 
last year. We discussed it the year 
before that and this Congress, the 
House of Representatives and the 
other body, have come to the conclu
sion time after time again that we 
need a modern up-to-date triad deter
rent missile force, and that has the 
three legs of air breathing, submarine 
launch and ground launch. 

There has been criticism all along 
that somehow the MX is a first strike 
weapon. Now, no one really can with a 
straight face and any amount of study 
come up with that conclusion. 
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Because there are not enough at 100 
MX missiles, or 50, or 40, to sustain a 
first strike capability that would do 
anywhere near enough damage to the 
Soviet Union's ICBM force to do any 
good to prevent a retaliatory attack. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MAVROULES] stated from an Air 
Force study that somehow the MX 
could be capped at 40 or 36 or some
thing like that. The same report, I 
would remind the gentleman, the same 
report says that regardless, whether 
we cap it at 40, or 36, or whatever, 
that the existing right now capable 
Soviet SS-18's and 19's have more 
than enough capability to wipe out 
our entire ground-based and a lot of 
other missile forces that we have 
anyway. 

What some Minuteman and MX do 
is at least give them cause for pause. 
So really the Bennett amendment will, 
I think, be rejected because it has 
been rejected in the past. It would 
probably cost more to do away with 
MX at this point than it would be to 
complete. 

So, really, the question is 50 or 40, 
and if not 40, why 50, and if not 50, 
why 40. 

The structure of men, spare parts, 
geography, machines, personnel and 
all of the rest are structured to an effi
cient force of squadrons of 50 either 
MX missiles or Minutemen missiles. 
This March we put the icing on the 
cake and decided that we have author
ized and appropriated 42, not 40, but 
42 MX missiles already. 

Cutting this to 40, cutting what we 
have already done, would require 
mixing MX-Minutemen in a squadron 
or fielding an MX squadron that is in
efficiently small and, therefore, not 
workable, or four-fifths workable, 80 
percent. Mixing them brings up 
strange problems. The missiles and 
their crews cannot talk to each other 
through the computers. We would 
have to redo all of the software for 
Minuteman to get it to be able to talk 
to MX and back and forth with Min
utemen, and that would be another 
$100 million. 

So to reduce the number to 40 is ac
tually going to be very costly and 
therefore we have a situation of diffi
culty of communication, of difficulty 
of crew training, of inefficient man
ning, so the force does cry out for a 
squadron of 50. 

So the real question before us today 
is are we going to off er a credible de
terrent. I think the Congress has de
cided that, yes, we will, with MX. 

The question: either 40 or 50. Let us 
be efficient. Let us be proper and let 
us at least have the squadron, the full 
squadron of 50 so that we can show 
that we do have one, the ability to cut 
back, but also the ability to go forth 
with arms control and disarmament. 

Word has been spoken about the 
small single warhead missile, and to 
my colleagues in this body may I say, 
as the gentleman from New York so 
aptly put it, if you think MX is expen
sive, wait until you get the bill for the 
small single warhead missile, because 
it is less efficient, it is needed, it is 
warranted by the Scowcroft Commis
sion, it will be a proper adjunct for a 
defensive deterrent in addition to MX. 
But it cannot stand the gaff alone. 

Let us not cut one leg off the triad. 
Let us move ahead with an adequate 
deployment of 50, because we have al
ready done 42, and efficiency and 
economy cries out for the full squad
ron of 50. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself a minute and 30 seconds. 

The Midgetman Missile has been 
mentioned here, and I ref erred to that 
in my prepared text before. 

It is impossible at this point to even 
determine what the cost will be on the 
Midgetman Missile. But for those who 
argue the point that the Soviet Union 
for the last couple of years has come 
out with a mobile system, something 
that we have been talking about for a 
long time and have done nothing 
about, absolutely nothing since Mr. 
Reagan defeated Mr. Carter on that 
one issue in that part of the country. 
The problem is this: We cannot at this 
point determine what the costs are 
going to be in the Midgetman Missile. 
If we truly want to get an invulnera

ble system in place we are going to do 
it with a Midgetman on a mobile 
system. And as we go into the colloquy 
and debate of this particular issue we 
are talking safety in numbers, we are 
talking a more stabilized system 
rather than ~. destabilized system. 

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MA VROULES. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. BADHAM. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

I do not think anybody here is at
tacking the small mobile missile. We 
are just saying that to have one-tenth 
of the number, to take all of the fuel 
and all of the guidance necessary to 
put 10 warheads into motion, to say 
that it is going to cost one-tenth to put 
one is not the fact. So I was just point
ing out the fact that it is going to be 
more expensive than midget dollars. 
Midgetman will be more than midget 
dollars. 

Mr. MAVROULES. In response to 
the gentleman I think the speaker 
before him mentioned the cost, and 
the truth is I want to get on to a 
system. I think we ought to want to 
get a system that is invulnerable to 
attack rather than having a stationary 
system. Let us go forth with the 
mobile system. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my colleague for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
both the Bennett and the Mavroules
McCurdy amendments that we will 
vote on in a couple of hours. 

Mr. Chairman, this has been a very 
long journey, numerous hours of 
debate on this issue over a sustained 
period of time. But I have a feeling, 
Mr. Chairman, that today that jour
ney will come to an end, and I think 
that is wholly appropriate. 

In April of 1977, 11 of us stood up on 
the floor of this Congress in opposi
tion to this weapon system. Today I 
stand and I repeat, I continue to be
lieve that the MX missile remains a 
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wasteful, unnecessary, and dangerous 
weapon system. 

A few of my colleagues who preced
ed me in the well today, Mr. Chair
man, pointed out graphically and 
clearly that most of our colleagues 
over this lengthy period of time that 
we have debated with respect to this 
controversial weapon system have 
never spoken in favor of the weapon 
itself, and that is because, I believe, 
Mr. Chairman, that if we debated it on 
the merits of this issue most of us 
know in the deep recesses of our minds 
that this weapon system probably 
would never have received 50 votes. 
But, Mr. Chairman, it was never de
bated on its merits. 

This matter became a symbolic issue 
and therefore took on a life of its own. 
Clearly, Mr. Chairman, the so-called 
symbolic value of this MX weapon · 
system has now been significantly di
minished, if not totally removed, and I 
think my distinguished colleague from 
Florida [Mr. BENNETT] and my distin
guished colleague from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MAVROULES] spoke very clearly 
and eloquently and articulately with 
respect to diminished if not removed 
nature of the so-called symbolic value 
of purchasing the MX system as a part 
of our nuclear inventory. I shall not at 
this time repeat their arguments. 

Mr. Chairman, zeroing out this item, 
as is proposed by my distinguished col
league from Florida [Mr. BENNETT] or 
capping these weapons at 40, as pre
sented by my distinguished colleague 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MAVROULES], 
both would, therefore, reduce the de
stablizing nature and, therefore, the 
dangerous potential for the deploy
ment of this weapon, and I support 
that. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, approval of 
either one of these items, zeroing out 
procurement, stopping it at 42, cap
ping deployment at 40, each will bring 
us to the end of an incredibly long 
journey, brings us to an end of a very 
long, drawn-out MX missile controver
sy, a controversy that has extended 
over too long a period in this body, be
cause we tend to lapse into debates 
around symbolic issues and political 
conjecture as opposed to debating 
these issues on their merits. 

This weapon system, I repeat, as I 
began, was always wasteful and unnec
essary and dangerous, and it remains 
that way. I wish we did not have one 
single, any one of these weapons. 
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But reality is that my colleagues, the 

majority of them chose to go forward. 
Today we have an opportunity to put 
some brakes on this madness and I 
join with my colleague, Mr. MAv
ROULES, and I join with my colleague, 
Mr. BENNETT, in attempting to do that. 

I thank my colleague for yielding to 
me. I hope that the majority of my 

colleagues will join us in this endeavor 
and end this madness. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. HERTEL]. 

Mr. HERTEL of Michigan. I thank 
Chairman BENNETT. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the Bennett amendment. If you want 
to save money, you want to save tax
payer money in the defense budget, 
then vote for the Bennett amendment. 
You will save $2 billion this year in 
this bill and $20 billion more down the 
road. That is a savings of $22 billion. 

If you want to strengthen defense, 
vote for the Bennett amendment be
cause the money saved will be spent 
on strengthening our conventional de
fense. And that_ is our greatest deter
rent to a nuclear war by showing that 
our Armed Forces on the ground and 
in the air are strong enough to deter 
any attack against our NATO allies or 
any other place in the world. 

So it is a vote for military strength. 
That is a vote for military common 
sense. You have already heard in this 
debate that the MX would have to be 
a first-strike weapon. Why? Because 
they want to put it in the very same 
vulnerable Minuteman holes which 
were attacked by Secretary Weinberg
er just 3 years ago. 

The MX cannot be defended. Talk 
abbut hardening the silos would cost 
billions more, possibly $20 billion 
more. 

But even with that expensive hard
ening, they would still be totally vul
nerable because we know that that 
technology is not advanced enough to 
protect these MX missiles. 

You have heard the argument in the 
past we have to do this for resolve, but 
the Soviets and others are not afraid 
of a weapon that is in a vulnerable 
hole. It does not show any resolve nor 
common sense to put billions down a 
rathole, the same Minuteman hole 
that is vulnerable today. 

They talk about resolve but on the 
other side they have already come 
down quite a ways. The President 
originally asked for 230 MX missiles, 
then 100, now we see Mr. DICKINSON 
offering 50 MX missiles. 

If we do not need 100, we do not 
need 50. If it is vulnerable with 100, it 
is vulnerable with 50. I support the 
Mavroules amendment also because 
anything reducing the number and ex
pense of the MX is common sense. I 
would support reducing it to 40. I 
would support an amendment reduc
ing it to 30 or 20 or 10 or zero as the 
Bennett amendment does reduce the 
MXmissile. 

We have talked about the different 
basing modes that are ineffective, that 
have been rejected by this administra
tion and previous administrations. We 
have talked about the fact that the 

mobile missile has been slowed down 
because of all of the money being 
spent on the B-1 bomber and the MX 
missile. 

If you want to make a strategic deci
sion then, we should talk about spend
ing our money wisely, spending it to 
strengthen our conventional forces. 
And if we agree now that we do not 
need 100 MX missiles, then why pick a 
number such as 40 or 50? 

If the MX is ineffective, if it is vul
nerable, if we are going to keep reduc
ing the number of missiles, then why 
do we not just admit the mistake this 
House has made, that there is no 
reason to go ahead with the MX 
project? 

It was stated before that the people 
that are supporting the MX missile 
never argue for that missile because 
the arguments are not there. The MX 
cannot be def ended. It does not add 
anything to our strategic strength. 

We could take this money saved, $2 
billion this year and $20 billion in the 
near future and use a small part of 
that to guard against terrorism, to pre
vent terrorism. We could take a small 
part of that to be spent on the securi
ty interests of this country so we can 
do adequate security checks, so that 
we have the money, so we can go after 
spies, so we can stop what happened in 
the Navy and we can protect our Tri
dent missile program. We could in fact 
accelerate the Trident missile pro
gram. They have the ability to 
produce faster. While the Trident is 
still invulnerable, as the most impor
tant part of our triad, we could accel
erate that program over the next 
decade with the money that Mr. BEN
NETT'S amendment would save. 

So here it is, the Bennett amend
ment; to save money, a lot of money, 
$22 billion. Here it is, the Bennett 
amendment, to strengthen America's 
defenses, by taking that money out of 
an MX program that we are now all 
agreeing by reducing the MX missile 
below 100, we are all agreeing is not a 
necessary program, is not a program 
that has any real strategic value, is a 
program that is far too expensive, is a 
program that would be totally vulner
able, is a program that cannot be 
hardened enough, is a program that 
we are now admitting is a turkey. It 
has wasted money. Instead the Ben
nett amendment, the chairman of the 
Seapower Committee, gives us an al
ternative to spend the money wisely 
for our armed services. 

Those Members concerned that we 
have frozen our defense budget, they 
should be most in support of the Ben
nett amendment to be used to 
strengthen our conventional forces. 

We ask for your support. We ask 
those people who opposed the MX 
before to continue to oppose the MX. 
We ask those that are willing to vote 
for 50 missiles now to admit that it is 
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not a good program, to vote for zero in 
the Bennett amendment. We think we 
can prevail this time because common 
sense has been opened up in this 
debate, I think more than any other 
time. I commend Chairman BENNETT 
for his leadership in this area and I 
commend the Member from Massa
chusetts, Mr. MAVROULES. 

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. Let me say to start out 
with that I have great respect for 
those who have offered the several 
amendments which would tremen
dously restrict the MX production. Let 
me answer that first question, one of 
the questions that has been asked by 
the proponents of the Mavroules
McCurdy and the Bennett amend
ments; that is, does the MX in and of 
itself have any value? It does have 
value. The triad system does work. It 
is a fact that a great many of our 
bombers would not escape an attack 
right now by Soviet sea-launched bal
listic missiles; it is a fact that our MX 
missiles if they were based in the Min
uteman silos and the Minuteman as 
they now exist would not escape an 
attack by the 308 SS-18 missiles that 
the Soviets might launch. On the 
other hand, if you had a launch by the 
highly accurate SS-18's that would 
give approximately 30 minutes for our 
bombers to escape, for one leg of the 
triad to escape, and if you had a 
SLBM attack on our bomber bases be
cause those are not hard-target-kill-ca
pable warheads, then we would have a 
chance for our ICBM's to escape. So 
the triad does work. In fact one of the 
things that happened that the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. HERTEL], 
brought up a few minutes ago, that is, 
the fact we have had problems with 
security with regard to the Navy, we 
may have compromised some of our 
SLBM capability, is one reason we 
should continue to work on all parts of 
the triad. 

But make no mistake about it, the 
MX has capability. The technical as
pects of the MX, its accuracy, its capa
bility as far as destroying hard targets 
goes, has not been challenged in the 
debate, either the earlier debate or 
this debate. 
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Here, my colleagues, we have a real 

chance of undoing something very 
beneficial that we started in the last 
debate, and that is that we started to 
change the minds of the Soviet Union 
about whether or not this country had 
the capability of building a bipartisan 
foreign policy. 

You know it was stated by Mr. Shev
chenko, one of the top foreign affairs 
officers for the Soviet Union that the 
Soviets had no respect for unilateral 
concessions that the United States 

might make, and I think if we passed 
either of these killer amendments 
today, the Mavroules amendment, the 
Mavroules-McCurdy or Bennett, I 
think we would send a distinct mes
sage to the Soviet Union that we were 
now doing something that we, for all 
the right reasons, refused to do several 
months ago when Mr. Kampelman 
came back from the Geneva talks he 
said, "Don't pull the chairs out from 
under us." 

I remember a statement that Mr. 
Kampelman made at the White 
House. He basically said these words: 
"The Soviets appreciate the apple 
which falls off the tree that they don't 
have to pay for, and then are then in
clined to sit back and wait to see how 
many more apples they can get for 
free." 

I think it would do a real disservice 
to our negotiators at this time if we 
undid this action that we took only 
several months ago. In fact, I am a 
little bothered by the Dickinson 
amendment; I am a little bothered by 
what happened in the Senate, but I 
think we can live with that, and I 
think our negotiators can live with 
that. 

You know it has been pointed out 
that Congress does not have to follow 
the President; does not have to work 
with the President. This is one time 
when the executive branch and the 
legislative branch should work togeth
er very, very closely. 

We have had our SLBM's compro
mised to some degree; to what extent, 
we are not exactly sure of right now. 
Soviet production of missiles continues 
to be very ominous, and our response 
is not thoroughly defined at this 
moment. 

So I would suggest to my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle that the pru
dent course for us to follow at this 
point is to reject these two amendents, 
to back up our negotiators in Geneva, 
and to support the executive branch in 
its efforts right now, to work out an 
arms negotiation, a satisfactory nego
tiation with the Soviet Union. 

Mr. MA VROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to my distinguished 
colleague, the gentlewoman from Col
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I think after we look at what has been 
going on for the last 5 years, the real 
question we are dealing with here is 
whether we have had a real defense 
buildup or some kind of a spending 
binge. We really need to analyze, just 
exactly what has happened because of 
the huge spending increases over the 
last 5 years. The former Secretary of 
Defense Melvin Laird, right after this 
administration took office in Novem
ber 1980, writing in the Washington 
Post said: 

The worst thing that could happen is for 
this Nation to go on a defense spending 
binge that would create economic havoc at 

home, confusion abroad, and that could not 
be dealt with wisely by the Pentagon. 

Now, why do I quote Secretary Laird 
now? Because I think both the Ben
nett amendment and the Mavroules 
amendment are on the right track in 
correcting where we have been the last 
5 years. 

What have we bought with the in
crease in dollars in the last 5 years? 
We know that since 1980 we have in
creased our spending for strategic 
forces by 1,400 percent. No, I did not 
get the figures wrong. One-four-zero
zero percent. 

We have increased our spending for 
conventional weapons 375 percent. Ob
viously a much, much lower percent
age increase than the one for strategic 
weapons. 

Therefore we continue to rely more 
and more on strategic weapons as a 
bailout for the conventional weapons 
gap. Still the figures are fudged, for, 
because the issue is not how much 
more did we spend; the question is 
how much more do we get for what we 
spent. In the conventional sector we 
didn't get that much for the additional 
spending. The shocking thing is to 
look at the statistics on such things as, 
say, tactical aircraft; while during the 
last 3 years of the Carter administra
tion we were getting 227 airplanes per 
year that were fighter aircraft; we see 
in the 4 years of the Reagan adminis
tration we are getting 172. That is a 
24-percent drop. 

So we were spending more for con
ventional weapons and getting fewer 
conventional weapons out of the other 
end. 

Therefore, you really have to say we 
were not doing a real buildup; we were 
building up only the dollars, but as far 
as the number of weapons systems es
pecially in the conventional segment, 
we are losing ground. Our spending 
has been more of a binge; we were 
spending more per copy and getting 
fewer copies. This is a very dangerous 
trend. 

Therefore, I think the gentleman 
from Florida's amendment makes an 
inordinate amount of sense; we have 
put too much into strategic weapons 
and we should start looking more at 
the conventional gap, and if that 
amendment fails, then the gentleman 
from Massachusetts' amendment is 
the next most sensible of the choices 
we have. 

We must keep looking at the original 
reason we started the whole MX pro
gram to begin with. It was never be
cause the missile was vulnerable; it 
was because the hole it was based in 
was vulnerable. So we have watched 
this whole thing go through more evo
lutions than I can ever believe; the 
most amazing thing to me about this 
debate tonight is how everybody is 
kind of out of steam; it is very hard to 
get exercised one more time about the 
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MX missile; we have been through 
more basing modes than I am years 
old; and we never found one that 
worked. 

The solution was, you spend billions 
and billions and billions of dollars to 
put a new missile in the same old hole, 
and it was the hole that was vulnera
ble from the beginning. 

So the fewer of these missiles we 
buy the more sanity I think that we 
show. Let's deal with what is really 
wrong with our forces; we've been 
lacking in conventional weapons; we're 
lacking in really having a viable, sur
vivable basing mode for missiles on the 
land. These amendments allow us to 
correct these problems. 

In fact, it is even worse. Not only 
were we using the old holes, but we 
are putting more missiles in fewer 
holes if the amendments don't pass. 

If I were a Russian planner, I would 
think this was the most marvelous 
thing the U.S. Congress could do, is to 
fund these things, because obviously 
you free up a lot of your missiles, and 
can shoot at something else. If the 
United States is going to put more and 
more and more eggs in the same 
basket and you already know where 
the basket is and have figured out how 
to hit it, a Russian planner would be 
delighted. 

They would say, "Oh, please do not 
throw me in the briar patch" by put
ting even more and more eggs in the 
same basket. 

Now let us really talk about the 
sanity of all of this. I think one of the 
reasons we have never dealt with the 
MX as a weapons system per se; as 
many of the prior gentlemen, who are 
my friends have discussed before is, 
because you could not def end it. 

One year it was a bargaining chip; 
the other we were told to vote for it to 
show resolve; another year we were to 
vote for the MX to show the Soviets 
we spend money on anything. Another 
year, it is modernization; another year 
it is the triad-well, no one has ever 
been antitriad, antiresolve, antishow
ing the Soviets; but on the other hand, 
let us be sensible. 

What do these statistics show us? A 
1,400-percent increase in strategic 
weapons over 5 years versus 375 per
cent increase in spending for conven
tial weapons shows we have been 
slacking off in conventional. 

Second, then, when you look at the 
numbers of what we got for that 
amount, we did not get value. We got 
fewer weapons for less money. We did 
not get a weapons buildup but a 
spending binge. 

So I think that the gentleman from 
Florida's amendment is an excellent 
idea. If it goes down, I certainly rec
ommend the amendment of the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. AUCOIN] . 

. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to pay tribute to the gentleman from 
Florida, [Mr. BENNETT] who has led 
this fight along with my dear friend 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MAVROULES]. 

The integrity of their arguments 
and their perseverance on this issue is 
something that every Member of this 
body who believes in deterrence ought 
to applaud. 

What these two gentlemen have 
been saying is, the MX does not buy 
deterrence. If you fund a target, the 
target does not deter; the target in
vites attack, it does not deter attack. 
The gentlemen have been saying that 
and they have been saying that con
sistently. 

So I want to pay tribute to Mr. BEN
NETT and state that I intend to support 
his amendment. If it should fail, I cer
tainly support the amendment of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts, with 
who I have worked very hard on this 
issue and many others, and I compli
ment him for the work that he has 
done as well. 

The gentlewoman from Colorado 
said it so extremely well: Throughout 
all of the hours of debate on this 
weapons system, very few members, 
with the possible exception of Mr. 
STRATTON of New York and a couple of 
others, have ever said that they would 
like this weapons system. 

They have said, instead, that we 
have got to have the bargaining chip, 
or they have said we have got to have 
a demonstration to the Russians of na
tional will. Therefore, we must throw 
some money at a weapons system, and 
we chose the MX. 

Or they said we have got to use this, 
we have to fund this weapons systems, 
because we have got to keep the Sovi
ets at the bargaining table in Geneva; 
and when that did not work, they said, 
"Well, we have got to fund more 
money on the MX because we have got 
to punish them for going away from 
the bargaining table in Geneva." 
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Or they have come up with some 

other argument. 
The intrinsic military purposes of 

the MX have never really been de
f ended by many Members of Congress, 
and that is for the simple reason that 
I stated at the outset of the debate. 

My friends, the MX is a target. It 
sits in the self same silos that the Min
uteman Ill's sit in. The Minuteman 
Ill's and their silos represented the so
called window of vulnerability that we 
have heard so much about leading up 
to the election of 1980. And now, in
stead of a missile, the Minuteman Ill, 
which has fewer warheads than the 
MX missile, we are seeing the proposal 
of putting MX missiles in these same 
silos that carry 10 warheads, with 
more accuracy, and, therefore, become 
even a more inviting target for the So
viets. 

If MX is not a target, I do not know 
what is. Targets do not def end the 
United States of America. Weapons 
systems that are survivable, and have 
a survivable retaliatory capability, are 
what deter the Soviet Union and what 
will guarantee this Nation's security. 
So every dollar wasted on the MX, 
which is a glassjaw missile, if there 
ever was one, is a dollar that cannot be 
invested in survivable retaliatory capa
bility, which is what deters and which 
does not represent a target in strategic 
doctrine. 

Someone said Midgetman weapons 
are going to be expensive. They may 
be expensive, but if we can develop 
any kind of land-based system that 
represents survivable retaliatory capa
bility, if that should cost more in 
terms of dollars but buys deterrence 
value, I would spend more money on it 
even though the MX dollar amount 
may be cheaper that will go down the 
drain and represent no security in
crease to the United States. 

Please support the Bennett amend
ment, and if that should fail, support 
the amendment of my dear friend, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Tennessee [Mrs. LLOYD]. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong opposition to this amend
ment. The unfortunate approach of 
this amendment inevitably polarizes 
those who would primarily support 
conventional force structure against 
those who are primarily backers of 
strategic programs. I believe that the 
original amendment is the best way to 
go and I hope that both this amend
ment and the substitute will be defeat
ed. In any event, I will not support 
this "carte blanche" transfer of $2.1 
billion to unspecified conventional 
programs. 

There is some room for savings with 
the fiscal year 1986 funds for MX, but 
I believe that a reasonable figure for 
deployment is roughly 50 missiles, 
since that is the figure used by the 
arms control moderates when they 
talk about an instability threshold for 
a first-strike capability. I do not gener
ally cater to the worst-case response of 
the Soviets, but in this situation I be
lieve 50 missiles is a level which can be 
def ended. I trust my colleagues will 
def eat the Bennett amendment as de
cisively as it was rejected in full com
mittee. No one with an appreciation 
for the need to arrive at a balanced 
force structure for our Armed Services 
could support this proposal. 

I urge my colleagues to maintain the 
Triad strength and national commit
ment to it, so that development of the 
MX successor system, Midgetman, can 
be accellerated and deployed. Let us 
not rob strategic programs which are 
well understood to provide a blank 
check for conventional programs 
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which are not even identified. We are 
already moving thoughtlessly toward a 
600-ship Navy which has not yet been 
subjected to any real scrutiny by the 
committee or the Congress. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to my distinguished 
colleague and friend, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. GREEN]. 

Mr. GREEN. I thank the gentleman 
from Massachusetts for yielding time 
to me, and I want to commend him 
and the gentleman from Florida on 
their amendments, because I think 
that, while there is still time, we ought 
to do the prudent thing and try to 
hold down spending on a weapon that 
simply has failed to accomplish what 
we set out to accomplish when we first 
funded it and use our resources more 
prudently. 

Now, we all know the history of this 
weapon. It is a weapon which, basical
ly, got its start in the Carter adminis
tration at a time when that adminis
tration rightly decided that the Min
uteman III silos were becoming in
creasingly vulnerable as the Soviets in
creased the accuracy of their land
based missiles. 

So we went through a long series of 
endeavors to develop some way to posi
tion a land-based missile so that we 
would avoid those vulnerabilities. We 
all remember densepack and the race
track and all of the other imaginative 
schemes that were tried and ultimate
ly failed. 

So where are we today? We are put
ting the expensive MX missile in the 
very same silo whose vulnerability was 
the very reason for starting on the 
MX R&D program. It is just as vulner
able now as the Minuteman III setting 
in those same silos. We have not 
solved the problem we set out to solve 
when we started spending this money. 
The one thing, it seems to me, we in 
this House have to learn in the de
fense budget, as elsewhere, if we are 
ever going to get our budgets under 
control and get these deficits down, is 
that we have to cut our losses when we 
have tried something and it does not 
work. And in the MX, we have tried 
something and it does not work. 

For that reason, I think we ought 
today to bite the bullet. I think that 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Florida is the best way to 
bite that bullet. But, reality being 
what it is, if that amendment does not 
pass, then I think the gentleman from 
Massachusetts has given us a sensible 
path, so that those who feel that there 
is some modicum of deterrence gained 
by the greater accuracy of the MX 
missile can have some of that greater 
accuracy, but so that we can stop 
spending money on a weapon that 
cannot survive that Soviet first strike. 

There is another reason, which has 
not been as frequently alluded to, 
which strikes me as establishing the 
imprudence of spending more money 

on the MX missile at this time. That is 
simply the fact that, according to the 
information that has been made avail
able to me, the MX has gone through 
fewer than half of the tests it must go 
through before we will know its full 
acceptability. And while, from every
thing that I have heard about those 
eight tests, they have proceeded satis
factorily, nonetheless there are impor
tant elements in the system, like firing 
it from a silo, that have not yet been 
tested. And for us to rush ahead with 
so much of a program at a time when 
we do not even know, and the tests 
have not been held to establish, 
whether this thing really works or not, 
is not prudent management at a time 
of budget tightness. 

So both because the testing situation 
is such that it really does not make 
sense for us to be committing ever 
more money to this system, and be
cause of the fact that this system has 
simply failed to perform the function 
for which we initiated the program, I 
urge my colleagues to support the 
Bennett amendment; and if that, per
chance, should not get a majority of 
the votes, then, at least, to put a rea
sonable cap on it through the limit 
that the Mavroules amendment would 
give us. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. COURTER]. 

Mr. COURTER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the debate 
has been informative, but it is impor
tant to recognize where we were and 
where we are today. A few years ago, 
everybody will recognize and remem
ber that President Jimmy Carter re
quested the MX missile and asked for 
200 of them. Ronald Reagan reduced 
that request by 50 percent, reducing 
that request to 100 missiles from 200 
missiles. Today the issue is whether 
we should further reduce that from 
100 missiles to either 50 or 40. You can 
recognize that what we are dealing 
with here are reductions in the origi
nal request and reductions in the sub
sequent request. 

To back up again, earlier this year 
the administration requested 48 MX 
missiles for fiscal 1986 in the authori
zation and appropriations bill. The 
House Armed Services Committee re
duced that 48 to 21, a cut of 27 missiles 
from what was requested by the 
Reagan administration. 

The Dickinson amendment, which I 
rise to support, further reduces that 
by 13, for a reduction of 40 missiles 
from the administration's request top 
50, to only 8 additional missiles for 
fiscal 1986. 

I think it is important to keep this in 
perspective. It has gone from 200 down 
to 100, now down to 50. This year's re
quest has gone from 48 down to 21, 
and now down to 8. So the Dickinson 
amendment is a substantial reduction 

for the authorization 1986 from the 
original request of 48 to a request of 
only 8 missiles. 

0 1700 
Second, the Mavroules amendment 

does something I think that is very im
portant to recognize. The Congress, 
this body and the other body, with the 
help of the administration, authorized 
the deployment of 42 MX missiles. 
They have not been deployed yet, but 
42 have been authorized. The Mav
roules amendment reduces that to 40. 
So basically the Mavroules amend
ment undoes what we did last year. It 
is a cut from what we authorized in 
prior Congresses. It is a reduction 
from 42 to an actual 40. 

It was mentioned briefly, but I do 
not think enough emphasis was placed 
on it, that is really makes no sense to 
deploy 40 MX missiles because of the 
way they are configured. Because of 
the fact that missiles come in squad
rons and squadrons require the de
ployment of 50 missiles. As a matter of 
fact, it has been determined by the Air 
Force that it would cost approximate
ly $100 million in research and devel
opment to mix MX with Minuteman 
Ill's. So the reduction to 40 missiles 
from the 50 that the Dickinson 
amendment requested requires addi
tional R&D that buys you nothing; it 
does not buy you additional security. 
It buys you nothing at all but the cost 
of additional R&D to marry two types 
of systems. 

Basically what we are suggesting 
here is the fact that from a pragmatic, 
functional standpoint, from a de
ployed standpoint, it makes no ration
al sense to reduce from a higher 
number to 40. Fifty is what we 
planned on; 50 is necessary in order to 
get full benefit of the type of com
mand and control that is necessary. 

I would also like to mention the fact 
that what type of a message, and I 
think this has been mentioned before, 
what type of a message is this type of 
an amendment now going to give our 
negotiators in Geneva. It has been 
mentioned that Max Kampelman 
came to the Congress a few weeks ago 
when we discussed this issue before; 
he pleaded with this body to show re
solve. He pleaded with this body to 
show that the United States has some 
strength. He wanted to make sure that 
we did not remove from the negotia
tors that which they could negotiate: 
A further reduction, unilateral, before 
they are seriously negotiating, gives 
the absolute wrong signal to the 
Soviet Union. It makes no sense what
soever. 

I am concerned about perception 
here, and I am concerned about the 
type of message that this unilateral 
action will have on our negotiating 
team in Geneva. What type of 
strength will they have in negotiating 

' 
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with their very strong counterparts if 
we unilaterally before they get into 
substantive negotiations, further 
reduce the deployment of the MX mis
siles? 

Finally, I would like to mention the 
fact that we have come a long way in 
negotiating MX. We are almost here; I 
think basically we are at the very end. 
Not long ago, in the other body, there 
was a supreme effort by the adminis
tration, who was asking for 100 MX 
missiles, the Scowcroft Commission 
that basically said a minimum amount 
of deployed MX's is 100. We have now 
negotiated and compromised to 50. 
That compromise is now within our 
grasp. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
Russo). The time of the gentleman 
from New Jersey CMr. COURTER] has 
expired. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 additional minute to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. COURTER. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. Chairman, it makes no sense 
now to further compromise. This 
should be the last vote on MX. Let us 
make sure that the request is not re
duced from the original 200 to less 
than 50. Fifty is the minimum that 
the administration needs. I think we 
should support the 50 and the Dickin
son amendment. 

Mr. MA VROULES. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COURTER. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. MAVROULES. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, to clarify a couple of 
points which I think are very impor
tant. No. 1, in the gentleman's state
ment, he says under my amendment, 
along with Mr. McCURDY, that we 
eliminate all. Actually, what we are 
doing is giving to the Congress and the 
administration funds for eight de
ployable missiles, that is correct. In 
my amendment, which is $929 million, 
what you do is you deploy an addition
al eight missiles. Without those funds, 
you cannot deploy them. So, there
fore, you are going from 32 to 40. 

I want to clarify that one position. 
Item No. 2, when you refer to the 200-
missile system under Jimmy Carter, is 
it not also correct to state that under 
his MX proposal, was that not sup
posed to be a mobile system? 

Mr. COURTER. Yes, it was. I thank 
the gentleman for bringing it up be
cause it strikes me that many of those 
people that are in favor of your 
amendment, and they are saying they 
are in favor of it because they say that 
the MX is not secure, that it is vulner
able, are the very ones that said that 
we should not have a race track. They 
basically took that position. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from New 

Jersey CMr. COURTER] has again ex
pired. 

Mr. MA VROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 additional minute to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. COURTER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, they basically took a 
position creating a situation prohibit
ing the mobility of the MX missile 
then saying that it is vulnerable be
cause it is not mobile. But they cre
ated the vulnerability by virtue of 
their position with regard to mobility. 

Finally, I thank the gentleman. I 
really disagree with the gentleman's 
interpretation. The Congress has 
voted for the deployment of 42 mis
siles. It has not funded sufficient mis
siles in order to accomplish that fact, 
but under the vote, we could have de
ployed 42. Your amendment would 
reduce that to 40. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COURTER. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. MAVROULES. The one point I 
want to make very clear is that under 
the Mavroules-McCurdy amendment, 
there is funding there for an addition
al eight missiles to be deployed. By the 
way, that includes spare parts; it in
cludes the entire funding to deploy an 
additional eight missiles. I want that 
known as a matter of fact. 

Mr. COURTER. Well, the gentle
man and I have a different interpreta
tion I thank the gentleman for his 
yielding me additional time. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman will state it. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
could the Chair please advise those of 
us controlling the time how much time 
remains? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. DICK
INSON] has 12 minutes remaining; the 
gentleman from Massachusetts CMr. 
MAVROULES] has 141/2 minutes remain
ing; and the gentleman from Florida 
CMr. BENNETT] has 20 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Mavroules
McCurdy amendment because I be
lieve it is the proper way to bring the 
long, acrimonious, and devisive debate 
on the MX to a proper conclusion. 

When the first def eat that the MX 
incurred on basing mode on the dense 
pack took place, the Air Force took 
stock of the MX, its current situation 
in the Congress, its inability to find a 
home, and concluded that it would be 
realistic to provide a hiatus at which 
time 40 missiles could be deployed in 
existing silos. 

Several years later, I think we have 
wisely concluded that perhaps they 
were right even then. It is the proper 
place to stop. Mavroules-McCurdy has 
a legitimate and realistic approach to 
this system. It does not attempt to de
authorize it or make it inoperative by 
limiting the number of missiles that 
would be used for tests, for spares. It 
keeps, for a while, a warm assembly 
line. It does, however, bring to an end 
a system that has never had a home, 
and has always been sold to Congress 
simply as an arms control vehicle. 

I think we all understand that we 
have a constrained budget environ
ment stretching out as many years as 
most of us are going to serve in Con
gress. There is no willingness to talk in 
terms of new revenues. David Stock
man has just estimated that we will 
have a budget deficit in 1988 of $175 
billion; not the $100 billion that the 
President had attempted to bring it to. 

We know we are going to be dealing 
in a very tight, strategic budget in the 
Armed Services Committee and indeed 
this Congress is going to have to make 
choices about where to put its dollars. 
Not just choices between conventional 
and theater and strategic weapons. 
That we have to do as well, but when 
we look at the future of our strategic 
systems, we have to opt for those that 
have passed far more rigorous tests 
than the MX has passed. 

We have a D-5 to be deployed in the 
Trident. We have a very advantageous 
Stealth Bomber Program, which hope
fully, will immediately follow on the 
procurement of 100 B-lB's. 

0 1710 
We clearly have in the Midgetman, 

although the difficulty of deploying it 
has not been fully explored, an option 
that does make a more compatible and 
secure land-based system, one that we 
can utilize in the context of our arms 
control discussions in Geneva. 

We have, therefore, better approach
es, better ways to spend our dollars, 
than simply procuring more MX's be
cause that process is under way; cer
tainly better ways of deploying land
based missiles than in the vulnerable 
silos of the Minuteman. 

This amendment recognizes budget 
realities, recognizes strategic realities, 
does not undermine those negotiating 
for us in Geneva. In fact, I would 
argue that it actually bolsters their 
ability to claim that we will have a 
modernized and stabilized strategic de
terrent. It does not go back on deci
sions we have made in very difficult 
days in the past, and yet it realistically 
says, "Enough is enough." 

The administration always seems to 
want a little bit more. I think they will 
take whatever the Congress will give 
them. But in this instance, I think it is 
far more important for us to look at 
the fact that this is a cap that requires 
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the reauthorization of this system in 
the context of competition with other 
more valid systems. This is not a 
"sense of the Congress" resolution 
that simply says, "Let us take a tem
porary hiatus at this point and take a 
look in a few months." This says, "We 
have done about all we can do with 
this very vulnerable system." 

So I urge that the Members of this 
body put an end to this debate and 
move on by supporting the very bal
anced compromise that Mavroules
McCurdy presents. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, at 
this time I yield 3 minutes to the dis
tinguished gentleman from New York 
[Mr. STRATTON]. 

Mr. STRATTON. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, we have been talking 
a good deal in this Chamber and in the 
press in recent weeks about waste, 
fraud, and abuse. But I cannot think 
of anything that would be more in 
keeping with waste, fraud, and abuse 
than what the Bennett amendment 
would bring about. 

Here we have spent some $12 billion 
in developing this MX weapons 
system, and although some speakers 
say it does not work, the fact of the 
matter is that it does work. It is accu
rate; it has the proper weight and the 
proper explosive capability, and it has 
in fact deterred the Soviets from at
tacking us. 

But the Bennett amendment would 
not only strike out the missiles that 
we voted for a couple of months ago in 
the 1985 budget, under that strange 
arrangement of four votes; Mr. BEN
NETT'S amendment would even elimi
nate the funds for basing mode for 
these 21 missiles we voted for earlier. 
This is a little bit like the Air Force. 
The Air Force decided that they had 
too much money invested in spare 
parts, so they got rid of the spare 
parts; and then later on they had to 
buy those parts back at about three 
times the cost! 

I do not know how one can peddle an 
MX missile warhead over to Europe to 
try to encourage General Rogers in 
carrying on conventional warfare. I do 
not know what you do with an unused 
missile and what you do with an 
unused basing mode. We are just put
ting the money down the drain in the 
Bennett amendment and I think this 
is a rather shocking kind of thing to 
do. 

I would like to see the 50 missiles. I 
think the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. DICKINSON] has the right idea. 
The Mavroules amendment is some
what along the lines of the Dickinson 
amendment, but it has one flaw. It 
does not indicate, as they have indicat
ed in the other body, that they will ap
prove more missiles if a better she!-

tered type of basing mode can be 
found, with elements of deception and 
with more mobility. That is what we 
ought to be doing here. We are simply 
"pausing" at 50 missiles in the Dickin
son amendment. In the Mavroules 
amendment we are capping them out. 
Why should we cap them? Why should 
we say that this is the absolute end? 

Let me further, Mr. Chairman, indi
cate that we have, I think, been for
getting what has been happening in 
the Soviet Union since our last vote. 
Here is the Defense Daily for Tuesday, 
June 11. The Soviets are accelerating 
new generation of ICBM's while we 
are here trying to wipe out our own 
best missile, the MX. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
Russo). The time of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. STRATTON] has 
expired. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 additional minutes to the gen
tleman from New York CMr. STRAT
TON] in order that he might respond to 
the gentleman from California CMr. 
LAGOMARSINO]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STRATTON. I am glad to yield 
to my friend, the gentleman from Cali
fornia. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gen
tleman for his statement and say that 
I rise in strong support of the Dickin
son amendment. 

I am struck by the fact that again 
we are called upon to debate the ques
tion of deploying the MX interconti
nental ballistic missile. Again we must 
revisit the arguments as to why the 
United States must def end itself 
against the ever-growing Soviet nucle
ar threat and, again, we must restate 
certain facts about the U.S. ability to 
deter nuclear aggression by our 
avowed enemy, armed with nuclear 
forces capable of destroying practical
ly all of our land-based retaliatory 
weapons in a first strike. 

Let us review the record for a 
moment, Mr. Chairman. Under Presi
dents Nixon, Ford, Carter, and now 
Reagan, we have sought the perfect 
land-based nuclear missile. It has yet 
to be found or deployed. President 
Carter <a Democrat) proposed 200 
MX's. Today, however, we debate 12 
missiles instead of 21 missiles, 40 MX's 
instead of 100, and 100 missiles instead 
of 200. So much for President Carter's 
and President Reagan's requests. 

Let us review the prime reasons why 
the United States needs to deploy the 
full complement of 100 MX's, Mr. 
Chairman, and at the same time ad
dress the key arguments that have 
been offered in opposition to the MX. 
First, the U.S. ICBM force is aging 
and needs replacement, not in the 
middle of the 1990's but now. 

The Titans are being rapidly retired. 
Why? They are unreliable and hence 
do not contribute to deterrence. The 
Minuteman is now over a decade old 
and is becoming increasingly unable to 
fulfill its mission. In fact, from Van
denberg Air Force Base in my district 
in California, the Air Force and SAC 
take operational missiles from their 
silos in the Central United States and 
test-fire them for reliability and per
formance. Several Minutemen tests 
have failed recently, due to missile de
fects. I am certain my good friends on 
the Armed Services Committee would 
attest to this. We hate to acknowledge 
it, but such test failures are a fact 
nonetheless. These missiles are simply 
old and not as reliable as they once 
were. They need to be replaced by the 
MX. 

Second, let us look at Soviet ICBM 
deployments, Mr. Chairman. The Sovi
ets' SS-18 ICBM force alone has the 
yield and accuracy to enable it to de
stroy every hard target here in the 
United States. Again, they could 
attack us with only a small portion of 
the SS-18 force, keeping the rest of 
their nuclear forces in reserve, and be 
insured of destroying over 90 percent 
of our land-based retaliatory missiles. 

Since 1979, when SALT 2 was signed, 
the Soviets have added almost 5,000 
strategic nuclear warheads to their al
ready burgeoning inventory. This has 
been nearly an 80-percent increase in 
the number of Soviet nuclear war
heads aimed at the United States since 
SALT 2 was signed. Nearly 80 percent. 
So much for Ambassador Gerard 
Smith's statements regarding the U.S. 
"objective of follow-on negotiations 
• • •" after SALT 1 was signed in 
1972. If you recall, Mr. Chairman, Am
bassador Smith, on behalf of the U.S. 
Government, said in "unilateral state
ment A" that our objectives in con
tinuing to pursue arms control negoti
ations with the Soviet Union was "to 
constrain and reduce on a long-term 
basis threats to the survivability of 
our • • • strategic retaliatory forces." 
Has the survivability of our land-based 
forces been increased, Mr. Chairman? 
Has the Soviet threat been at all "con
strained and reduced"? 

It is also often stated or assumed 
that the quantity of nuclear weapons 
has steadily increased, and that we 
now have more nuclear weapons than 
ever. That is, in fact, the case for the 
Soviet Union, whose stockpile has 
grown without interruption ever since 
the USSR first acquired nuclear weap
ons in 1949. For the United States, the 
exact opposite is true: The number of 
weapons in the U.S. nuclear stockpile 
is now at its lowest level in 20 years. In 
fact, the number of nuclear weapons 
in our total inventory was one-third 
higher in 1967 than it is today. The 
current yield total, or explosive power, 
or our nuclear weapons stockpile is 
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today only one-quarter of its peak in 
the late 1950's and early 1960's. 

The United States has unilaterally 
dismantled and destroyed several po
seidon submarines, several Titan mis
siles, and tens of B-52 nuclear capable 
bombers, due to age and unreliability. 
The United States and our NATO 
allies have unilaterally withdrawn 
over 1,000 nuclear weapons from 
Europe and will be removing an equal 
number of warheads from service as 
the Pershing 2's and GLCM's are de
ployed, themselves as response to the 
Soviet's massive deployments of SS-
20's. And, as was driven home in the 
President's recent report to Congress 
on continued U.S. observance of SALT 
limits, we remain in complete compli
ance with all SALT provisions. 

Where, Mr. Chairman, is the alleged 
arms race for which many here in this 
body seem to blame the United States? 
If there is an arms race, it is surely 
one-sided. 

If this Congress cuts the MX pro
gram, or if we in effect kill it, we will 
have less than 500 prompt, hard-target 
warheads for a Soviet target base of 
well over 5,000 targets, including the 
deep underground command posts 
that the Soviet Communist Party po
litical and military leaders would hide 
in and direct a global war against the 
United States from, should such a con
flict erupt. We cannot even target 
hundreds of these locations, Mr. 
Chairman. They have been placed in 
sanctuary by Congress' refusal to ap
prove funds for 100 MX's. The Con
gress has become the guarantor of the 
survivability of Soviet military targets. 

We can barely find, much less 
target, Soviet mobile missiles-those 
both overtly and covertly deployed
and we can only guess how many 
ICBM's the Soviets have secretly built 
and hidden from our reconnaissance 
satellites. Furthermore, some analysts 
say the SS-18 ICBM has 10 warheads. 
Others note that it has been tested 
with 14 warheads. Still others believe 
that in time of war they could load up 
to 30 warheads onto these monster 
missiles. What would that do to our 
ability to insure the survivability of 
our land-based retaliatory capability? 
But do we even consider providing 
funds for programs like the MX which 
can hold a similar percentage of Soviet 
hard targets at risk-those targets 
which the Soviets themselves have re
peatedly say they value most? No. 
Today, my colleagues, we discuss fund
ing for just 40 MX missiles. 

Mr. Chairman, let us also inspect the 
argument that some opponents of the 
MX have used: That is, that we should 
hold off, not worry about the Soviet 
threat today, and wait for the Midget
man. It's just like many of our col
leagues to stridently oppose those 
weapons systems like the MX close to 
actual deployment. These are the 
same Members who believe our prob-

lems would best be solved by the 
weapon that is not yet ready, just 
around the corner. 

True, the Midgetman will be less vul
nerable than MX deployed in Minute
man silos. But this is only the case of 
the Soviets cease the prolif era ti on of 
accurate warheads. The Soviets are 
within just 1 year we are told of de
ploying both the SS-24 and SS-25. 
The SS-25 mobile ICBM is especially 
disturbing because it is highly 
MIRV'd, accurate and counterforce ca
pable. So the prolif era ti on of accurate 
warheads, which could be used to bar
rage the limited deployment area of 
the Midgetman, in essence ensures 
that that system, too, will be some
what vulnerable. 

The bipartisan Scowcroft Commis
sion has said we must at once redress 
the Soviets' expanding lead in prompt, 
hard-target kill capability-itself a 
dangerous outgrowth of SALT and the 
inability of the arms control process to 
assure the survivability of our retalia
tory forces. In order to redress this 
current destabilizing imbalance, the 
Scowcroft Commission argued, the 
Congress will either have to deploy 
100 MX's or speed up the Midgetman 
program and deploy in the near-term 
about 1,000 of that single-warhead 
missile. Yet, I here neither option 
being discussed today, Mr. Chairman. 
In fact, the cries have already been 
heard in these hallowed halls saying 
the Midgetman is too expensive and 
even too capable. 

The Midgetman is only a partial so
lution to our strategic problems. If 
those who are now arguing for the 
Midgetman and against the MX be
cause of its vulnerability were to put 
their money where their mouth is, 
they would off er and vote for an 
amendment providing funding for 
speeding up the research and for pro
curing Midgetman. The most danger
ous threat we face, my colleagues, is 
not in the early 1990's, but is instead 
now. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, I hear no sub
stantive responses. We are instead 
faced with a decision to deploy just 40 
MX's, and this is after the Soviets 
have deployed over 600 MX-type 
ICBM's since 1979; 600 since 1979. 

The Midgetman, which I support, 
and think ought to be speeded up, will 
be big bucks; let's all admit that right 
now. The cost of 40 or 50 or even 100 
MX's will pale in comparison to the 
costs associated with researching, de
veloping, manning, protecting and 
making mobile the Midgetman. 

I sincerely question the intentions of 
those Members who are now saying 
that we should forgo the MX for the 
Midgetman. It will be interesting to 
see how many of those Members in 
the future vote the funds needed to 
build a sufficient number of Midget
men. 

Mr. Chairman, we continue to hear 
that the MX is flawed because it is 
vulnerable. Well, both the Carter ad
ministration and the Reagan adminis
tration have offered numberous plans 
for deceptively basing the MX or de
f ending it. Take, for example, the 
racetrack option-an idea which would 
have cost $46 billion. Where were 
those who today complain about the 
MX's vulnerability when this proposal 
was offered? They were calling it too 
expensive. The dense pack basing 
mode would have also protected the 
MX. It too was shot down by the Con
gress. Air-based MX's suffered the 
same fate as did, I am told, hundreds 
of alternative basing modes to make 
the MX less vulnerable. 

I am afraid, Mr. Chairman, we are 
witnessing a call for killing the MX 
and getting nothing in return. Instead 
of negotiating it away in exchange for 
SS-18's or SS-24's or SS-25's, the Con
gress is unilaterally giving the Soviets 
exactly what they would have other
wise had to bargain for. If opponents 
of the MX think we shouldn't fund it 
because it's vulnerable, let's see them 
put up the money for either def ending 
the MX-which is technically feasible 
today with existing off-the-shelf tech
nologies-or rapidly deploying the 
Midgetman in sufficient numbers
which I propose will never happen be
cause of the Congress' concern about 
the missiles' great costs. 

This vulnerability issue will not go 
away, Mr. Chairman. Political and 
military strategists from both parties 
have lamented systems which are vul
nerable when deployed, like the MX. 
We now hear calls from Members of 
this body to cancel the MX program, 
to cap its deployment at 40, because it 
is vulnerable. MX would be acceptable, 
it is argued, if it were less vulnerable. 

Mr. Chairman, everything I have 
said has been known by this body for 
several years. The Congress has con
sidered and rejected invulnerable and 
deceptive basing modes for the MX. 
And now the House stands ready to 
slash the SDIO budget in those areas 
that are most promising for def ending 
the MX, as well as actual MX procure
ment funds. 

I submit that those that are decry
ing the MX as too vulnerable are 
avoiding reality, Mr. Chairman. If vul
nerability is a problem, let's redress it 
here and now. Let's defend MX or ap
prove dense pack or racetrack or some 
other basing mode. Let's cut the rheto
ric and get on with the business of 
providing for the common defense as 
the Constitution demands. 

I will vote for the MX today, Mr. 
Chairman and my colleagues, because 
we need it to deter the Soviets; to re
place our aging and unreliable ICBM 
forces; to improve our chances of 
reaching a decent agreement in 
Geneva, and to redress the destabiliz-
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ing advantage the Soviets hold in 
hard-target kill capability. Let us re
member that, as President Reagan has 
said, "A nuclear war cannot be won 
and must never be fought." If we are 
serious about our constitutional re
sponsibilities of defending this Nation, 
if we are serious about the MX, if we 
are serious about deterring Soviet nu
clear blackmail and aggression, if we 
are serious about remaining confident 
in our ability to deploy sufficient 
forces and strategic defenses for our 
own protection, then let us recognize 
these facts and get on with approving 
MX procurement money. If we are not 
serious, we are wasting the taxpayers 
time and money, Mr. Chairman, and 
are sending a dangerous and altogeth
er incorrect signal to both our enemies 
in Moscow and our allies in Europe, 
Asia, and elsewhere, about our willing
ness or resolve to def end ourselves and 
our interests. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
MX and defeat those amendments 
which would cancel the much-needed 
MX Missile Program. 

Mr. STRATTON. I thank the gentle
man. 

This information comes from the 
National Intelligence Estimate, No
vember 3, 1985. It indicates "a danger
ously worsening state of Soviet mili
tary supremancy as a result of signifi
cantly changed Judgments," and here 
we are going to scrap the MX, which 
we have already paid $12 billion for. It 
makes no sense whatsoever. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. AUCOIN]. 

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. AuCOIN. I am pleased to yield 
to my friend, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. MAVROULES. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the one thing that I 
want to say is that while we keep 
coming out with new reports of the 
Soviet military power and the Soviet 
might, one day, probably, we will learn 
from past experience to come out here 
Just one day and talk about the great 
powers that we have here in the 
United States, and then we can make 
an honest comparison. I do not think 
those comparisons hold water. 

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Chairman, in 
behalf of the Mavroules amendment, 
should the Bennett amendment be de
feated, I think there is another point 
that we have not yet considered today, 
and I think we ought to, and that is: 
How are we going to build the Midget
man and the glass Jaw MX at the same 
time? 

It appears that President Reagan, in 
what is beyond a doubt the wisest dici
sion of his career is apparently going 
to continue to observe the SALT II 
treaty. This treaty permits only one 
new ICBM. It allows us to build either 

the glass jaw MX or the Midgetman, 
but not both. 

It is true that there is some concern 
that the Soviets may have violated 
this provision with the SS-24 and the 
SS-25, but while the evidence for the 
SS-25 being a new missile is somewhat 
ambiguous, there would be no ambigu
ity whatsoever about the combination. 
of construction of the glass jaw MX 
and the Midgetman together on our 
side. This would be a violation of 
SALT II beyond doubt. 

It is also true that we have declared 
the glass jaw MX to be our one new 
missile, and that the treaty provides 
no way to amend this declaration. If 
we want the Midgetman, and I think 
we should move toward it, we are 
going to have to renegotiate the SALT 
II treaty. But every glass Jaw MX we 
build, and certainly every glass jaw 
MX we deploy, is going to weaken our 
Midgetman negotiating position. 
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If we want Midgetman, which is a 

survivable retaliatory missile system, 
we need the tightest possible cap on 
the glass jaw MX, vulnerable as it is. 

Finally, some glass jaw MX advo
cates say it is more efficient to deploy 
50 glass jaws rather than 40 glass 
Jaws-we heard it just a few minutes 
ago-because ICBMs are set up in 
squadrons of 50. I hope the Members 
will understand that it is true that a 
squadron of 40 glass jaw MX's and 10 
Minuteman missiles would be cost-in
eff ective. But the solution is fairly 
clear, it seems to me. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
Russo). The time of the gentleman 
from Oregon · CMr. AuCoIN] has ex
pired. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 additional minute to the gen
tleman from Oregon CMr. AUCOIN]. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, it is to 
deploy 40 glass Jaw missiles, not 50, 
and retire the 10 Minuteman missiles, 
limiting the deployment of the glass 
Jaws to 40 and retiring 10 Minuteman 
missiles from that squadron to make 
room for the 10 Poseidon submarines 
that you would have to otherwise dis
mantle in order to stay under the 
SALT II ceilings. Poseidons are infi
nitely more survivable than either MX 
or Minuteman missiles. I think we can 
all agree that 10 survivable Poseidons 
are infinitely worth more than 10 non
survivable ICBMs, be they Minuteman 
or be they the glass Jaw MX. 

The gentleman from New York CMr. 
STRATTON] said that the approach of 
both the Bennett and Mavroules 
amenmnents is like the Air Force sell
ing off spare parts and then buying 
them back again. Actually building the 
glass Jaw MX is a lot more like the 
Navy at Pearl Harbor when it put all 
its stock on the deployment of nonsur
vivable basing for m111tary assets 
which the enemy force consequently 

moved in and absolutely blew to 
smithereens. 

So, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me 
that we ought to support the Mav
roules approach and the Bennett ap
proach, and I hope that my colleagues 
will do that. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Alabama CMr. DICK
INSON] has 8 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, in concluding for my 
amendment, let me say that there has 
been a great deal of controversy gener
ated over this missile system over a 
number of years. I would hope that by 
this vote today and the action of this 
Congress we can resolve the question 
and go on to other things, putting that 
behind us. Let us make it a final, finite 
decision today so we know where we 
stand and go on about our business 
and look at other strategic systems, 
devoting our time to matters that de
serve our attention, because we have 
rehashed this so many times. 

There are Members in this body who 
do not want the MX at all. Some 
forthrightly and outrightly say that 
they do not want it and say they are 
going to vote against it. That is fine, 
and that is their right. 

There are others who would like to 
be a little devious about it and kill it a 
little bit at a time. That is really the 
effect, not necessarily the intention, of 
the authors of the amendments, but 
that is the effect of what we are doing 
now. If we cannot kill it outright and 
meet it head-on, then let us just whit
tle it to death. 

So this is what we have done: The 
Carter administration has come out, 
and Mr. Brzezinski has said, that we 
need 200. This administration said, 
well, 100 would be adequate, so we cut 
it in half. Now, in the face of political 
realities and other things, the adminis
tration and now the other body have 
agreed n.nd have settled on cutting 
that in half to 50. That is what I am 
offering by my amendment, to make it 
conform to what the other body has 
already done in this Congress and 
what has been agreed to by the De
partment of Defense and by the Presi
dent and this administration. We 
would limit it to 50, and build 1 squad
ron, a deployable squadron, a workable 
squadron of 50. At that time we will 
stop. We will go forward and build test 
missiles only. We will keep the produc
tion line warm and go forward for 1 
year or 2 years to give the Soviets an 
opportunity to come and negotiate in 
good faith with our negotiators in 
Geneva. 

That is what we are offering here, in 
addition to the $228 million worth of 
savings. This is something this coun
try needs. It gives us an opportunity to 
show our good faith to negotiate per
haps in the future down no nuclear 
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weapons. But in the meantime we are 
not throwing away a capability either 
to build or to deploy. We are deploying 
one full squadron, and it does not 
make any sense to deploy 80 percent 
of a squadron or to mix it with the 
Minuteman. 

So we are being asked and I am 
asking the Members to just stop at 50, 
continue the warm line, and let us see 
if this will bring desirable results in 
Geneva. To do less really is penny-wise 
and pound-foolish. Otherwise we are 
not getting the full value of the 
money already spent in research and 
development and the hardening of our 
deployment sites. This is the rational 
way to approach it. 

The first vote will be on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MAVROULES], and 
he would come in instead and say, 
"Don't go 50, go 40." But I think there 
is another thing we need to look at. 
How vulnerable are the legs of our 
triad? 

Well, we know that in all probability 
this is the most vulnerable, particular
ly without hardening of the basing 
sites. Secondly, we say, "Well, we have 
the B-1." 

Well, we do not have the B-1 yet. 
We will have it sometime in the 
future. Well, we do have the air
breathing leg of the triad, and then we 
have always relied on the security of 
our Trident and our submarine force. 

But I hope the Members of this 
body will stop and reflect for a 
moment and wonder, as I do, how 
much the Walker family spy revela
tion has hurt the security of our sub
marines at sea. We do not know. Those 
of us on the committee and those of us 
who are privy to inside briefings do 
not know. We do not know how much 
it is at risk. So what we should do is 
certainly enhance our capability there, 
but let us not diminish our capability 
with this leg of the triad. 

I would like to correct one thing 
that has been said before about my 
amendment being a sense-of-the-Con
gress only, and that it has no legal 
effect. This is not true. One paragraph 
says that "It is the sense of Congress,'' 
but if you would look on page 2, para
graph (b), where it says, "Limitation 
on fiscal year 1986 and earlier funds,'' 
it says-and this is law-

None of the funds appropriated or other
wise made available in an appropriation law 
for fiscal year 1986 or any prior fiscal year 
for procurement of missiles for the Air 
Force may be used-

< 1) to deploy more than 50 MX missiles in 
existing Minuteman silos; 

(2) to modify, or prepare for modification, 
more than 50 existing Minuteman silos. . . 

(3) to acquire basing sets for more than 50 
MX deployed missiles. . . 

So this goes on and it does in fact le
gally limit it to 50. 

So the bottom line is, will we settle 
for half of what we wanted, which is a 
reasonable number, and conforms to 

what the administration has agreed to 
and conforms to what the other body 
has done in passing its defense author
ization bill this year? 

Mr. Chairman, this is a workable 
number. It completes one squadron, 
and it saves $228 million. If we can get 
this behind us, then we will not have 
to vote on it next year and the next 
year, and we will never have to vote on 
it again until and unless the adminis
tration decides that the Soviets will 
not negotiate in good faith, at which 
time they will come back to us and 
say, "Let's go forward. We have kept 
the line warm. Let's go forward with 
the building of it." And I hope to God 
that time never comes. 

I would ask the Members to vote no 
on the Mavroules amendment so we 
can reach my original amendment and 
vote for the 50 missiles. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MAVROULES] has 6¥2 minutes remain
ing, and the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. BENNETT] has 20 minutes remain
ing and has reserved the balance of his 
time. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MAVROULES]. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MCCURDY]. 
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Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I ap

preciate my colleague yielding the 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take 
just a moment at the end of this 
debate to attempt to clarify the parlia
mentary procedures under which we 
are operating and to explain the possi
ble votes, if I can. 

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
DICKINSON] has offered an amend
ment to provide for 50 deployed MX 
missiles and to have a pause for fiscal 
year 1986. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MAVROULES] and myself have of
fered an amendment as a substitute 
for the amendment of the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] to 
place a permanent cap on the MX mis
siles at 40. 

The gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
BENNETT] has offered an amendment 
to our amendment which would pro
vide no moneys and zero deployment 
for this year. 

Now, the Bennett amendment would 
be the first in order for a vote. After 
the Bennett amendment is either 
voted on, dispensed with or whatever, 
then the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. COURTER] has indicated that per
haps he will off er an amendment to 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. MAv
ROULES] and myself. 

If that is the case, and the gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. COURTER] 

does off er his amendment, then I 
intend to off er the same language that 
we offered earlier as an amendment to 
the amendment of the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON]. 

So what that would do in effect is 
still provide for a vote on the McCur
dy-Mavroules amendment first on 40 
missiles capped, after which we would 
have a vote on the Dickinson amend
ment at 50. 

Now, I am sure after that explana
tion everyone is thoroughly confused, 
but what I am trying to say is that any 
way that it is offered, we intend to 
off er our amendment as such to pro
vide for a vote first on 40, after the 
vote on the Bennett amendment, and 
then conclude with a vote at 50. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCCURDY. I yield to my col
league, 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman makes an excellent 
point and the point that I want to 
make at this time is that the gentle
man from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] 
and I had a gentleman's agreement 
and we went before the Rules Commit
tee. The gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. DICKINSON] had the alternative 
as to whether to off er it first or take 
the back end. 

I acceded to his wishes, as two gen
tlemen do. The gentleman decided to 
go first. 

I agreed with the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] before the 
Rules Committee; so what we are 
saying, this was set up through the 
Rules Committee. People voted on the 
rule today. If indeed the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. COURTER] is 
going to offer, and that was not part 
of the agreement, I have to be up 
front here, then we are forced to off er 
an amendment to the Dickinson 
amendment and get the first vote. 

I think we can save ourselves an 
awful lot of time here if we stick to 
the agreement made between the gen
tleman from Alabama [Mr. DICKIN
SON] and myself before the Rules 
Committee. 

Mr. BENNETr. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MARKEY]. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Mavroules-McCurdy 
amendment, and in opposition to the 
Dickinson amendment. 

The real choice before us today is an 
amendment that closes the door on 
MX deployments, and an amendment 
that puts a revolving door on MX de
ployments; between an amendment 
that brings an end to the MX battle, 
and an amendment that assures the 
fight will continue. 

As you know, Congress has now au
thorized production of a total of 42 
MX missiles, with approval of the 
second 21 coming only after being sub-
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jected to a "big max attack" -a mas
sive lobbying effort by the administra
tion and its chief arms control negotia
tor, Max Kampelman, to convince my 
moderate colleagues that voting 
against additional MX missiles would 
"knock the legs out from under the 
bargaining table." 

While many of us argued that a con
tinued fencing of these funds would 
actually give the United States more 
leverage at Geneva, the administration 
won that battle. It got its 21 MX's. 

Well it now looks that the adminis
tration may have won the battle of the 
second 21, but is now in danger of 
losing the war for the full 100. 

There is a growing consensus that 
the approval of more MX missiles 
makes little strategic sense, will place 
an intolerable burden on the taxpayer, 
and can no longer be justified on the 
basis of the obviously stalemated 
Geneva negotiations. 

While I would have far pref erred to 
see none to these destabilizing missiles 
deployed, halting MX deployments at 
40 seems a logical stopping point for 
the program for several reasons. 

First, it would keep the MX Pro
gram below a level which would seri
ously threaten a first strike. According 
to a 1982 Air Force report, "the initial 
deployment of 40 MX's in existing 
silos will be sufficient to hold the most 
threatening Soviet silo sanctuaries at 
risk." If this is the case, there is abso
lutely no need for us to build more 
MX's. 

Second, we can no longer afford to 
continue throwing good money at:ter 
bad, to the tune of $40 billion. We all 
know that the MX will be vulnerable 
to a Soviet attack, and none of the ad
ministration's elaborate rationaliza
tions for building the missile has been 
able to alter that fundamental fact. 

Finally, it is now obvious that fur
ther production of the MX will have 
little or no impact on the ongoing 
Geneva talks. The administration 
never viewed this missile as a bargain
ing chip in the negotiations in the first 
place, and at this late date its status 
no longer appears central to the nego
tiations-which are at an impasse over 
star wars. 

Placing a permanent statutory limit 
on the deployment of MX missiles 
would make it clear that Congress is 
no longer willing to support a contin
ued expansion in this program. 

It would close the door on the MX 
debate-once and for all. 

The Dickinson amendment, in con
trast, would provide continued funding 
for a further expansion of the MX 
program. Under this amendment, a 
meaningless 1-year cap of 50 missiles 
would be established, and 12 new 
flight tests missiles would be author
ized. The deployment cap would only 
apply to MX's in Minuteman silos. 

Approval of the Dickinson amend
ment will merely open the way to a re-

newed MX flight next year. Both 
Caspar Weinberger and Robert 
McFarlane have indicated that they 
view the 50 cap as "50 on the way to 
100." 

Do you think they are really going 
to stop at 50? 

I say that if we're going to cap MX 
deployments, let us cap them once and 
for all. 

Let's nail the door shut on further 
MX deployments, not leave it open. 

Let's def eat the Dickinson amend
ment, and vote for the Mavroules
McCurdy cap of 40 MX missiles. 

What are we doing? 
Are we spending to build America's 

defense, or are we engaged in a build
up for buildup's sake? These MX mis
siles serve no rational purpose, and 
there is no rational argument for 
them. 

We've heard argumentation ad ab
surdum to save this god-forsaken, 
worthless weapon. 

The reason first was that we needed 
the MX because we had a window of 
vulnerability, but it turns out that the 
MX is going to be deployed right in 
the middle of that window of vulner
ability. So MX supporters said, presto 
chango, the window of vulnerability 
no longer exists. 

A year ago, they said we need the 
MX because we aren't talking to the 
Soviets. 

This year, they said we need the MX 
because we are talking to the Soviets. 

We gave them the MX, and the arms 
talks are on a fast track to nowhere. 

The issue is not do you want to be 
strong, because the MX will not make 
us strong. 

The issue is do you want a nuclear 
war, because the MX will make a nu
clear war more likely. 

We are on the threshold of crossing 
over that technological barrier that 
makes it possible for both sides to con
sider fighting and winning a nuclear 
war. This is the first step toward clos
ing that option for both sides. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MAVROULES]. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. RUDD]. 

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Bennett amendment 
to eliminate funding for additional 
MX Peacekeeper missiles. 

Just 3 months ago, we approved 
funds for 21 additional MX missiles, 
recognizing the need to modernize our 
land-based strategic forces and give 
our people in Geneva the tools they 
need to successfully negotiate a mean
ingful arms reduction treaty. 

Since then, the threat to our Na
tion's security has not diminished. In 
fact, it has increased substantially. 

Unknown damage has been done to 
the credibility and effectiveness of our 
sea-based nuclear forces by the Walker 

spy ring. Sensitive information on how 
the United States tracks Soviet subma
rines and what strategy the United 
States might employ in a crisis may 
have been compromised. 

With the credibility of our sea-based 
force in question, it would be irrespon
sible and dangerous to turn back the 
necessary modernization of our land
based systems and have two legs of the 
triad at risk. We have not deployed a 
modernized land-based ICBM since 
the early 1970's. Out Titan II force is 
being retired and extensive rehabilita
tion of our Minuteman force is already 
required to keep them operational. 

A vote for this amendment will 
signal a lack of U.S. resolve to redress 
the serious imbalances between United 
States and Soviet forces. It will allow 
the Soviets an important victory at 
the bargaining table in Geneva with
out ever having to give anything in 
return. 

I urge the def eat of the amendment. 
e Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendment of 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MAVROULES]. 

We have been up and down this road 
too many times. The Congress has al
ready provided funds to procure 42 
MX missiles, in addition to the 20 re
search missiles previously provided. 
We don't need anymore missiles and 
the gentleman's amendment acknowl
edges that fact and provides funds 
only for the acquisition of basing sites, 
system support for the deployment of 
not more than 40 MX missiles, and 
maintenance of the production base. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure everyone in 
this distinguished body is in favor of a 
strong national defense, but I believe 
there are many different opinions as 
to what constitutes a strong national 
defense. The preamble to the Constit
tion of the United States states that 
we should "provide for the common 
defense" and "promote the general 
welfare." Our forefathers felt it was 
equally important to maintain a 
needed defense and to adequately sup
port the people of this great Nation. If 
our people are not properly educated, 
our farmers not assisted in producing 
needed commodities, and our financial 
matters not properly balanced, we will 
have no strong national defense. The 
people and the economy of our Nation 
provide as much for our national de
fense as do more tanks, guns, and mis
siles. I personally believe that spend
ing $25 billion for vulnerable MX mis
siles does not contribute to our nation
al defense. This money could be better 
used to further the needs of our 
youth, farmers, and the American 
people in general. 

Let me point out to my colleagues 
that 2 years ago, when we were consid
ering the defense appropriations bill 
for fiscal year 1983 on the floor of this 
same House of Representatives, we 
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overwhelmingly rejected funds for the 
initial procurement of the first five 
MX missiles. 

The administration had requested 
$1.5 billion for the procurement of 
nine MX missiles; however, Congress 
only authorized $988 million for the 
procurement of five missiles. When 
the defense appropriations bill was on 
the floor, I offered an amendment to 
delete all funds for the procurement 
of MX missiles, and it was approved by 
a record vote of 245 yeas to 176 nays. 
The basic reason for this denial of pro
curement funds for the MX was that a 
basing mode had not been approved. 
.The arguments at that time were that 
placing the MX in Minuteman silos 
was a nonoption because of their vul
nerability. That is the exact situation 
today-no appropriate basing mode 
has been selected, and we should again 
reject the request for procurement of 
additional missiles overwhelmingly. 

Last year, we were told that we had 
to build MX because the Russians had 
broken off the talks in Geneva. Now, 
we are told we must build MX because 
the Russians have come back to 
Geneva. 

Previously, we were told that we had 
to build MX because Minuteman silos 
were vulnerable. Now, we are told we 
must build MX to put it in Minuteman 
silos. 

Previously, we were told that we had 
to build MX because there was a 
"window of vulnerability." Now, we 
are told we must build MX even 
though that "window" never existed. 

Previously, we were told that we had 
to build MX because it could be used 
as a bargaining chip. Now, we are told 
we must build MX because it is not a 
bargaining chip. 

How does buying more MX missiles 
and putting them in Minuteman silo 
solve the old vulnerability problem? 
The answer is that it doesn't. The 
reason for starting MX in the first 
place, the vulnerability of Minuteman 
silos, remains unaddressed. Buying 
more MX missiles changes nothing. 

How does buying more MX missiles 
solve the old "attractive target" prob
lem? The answer is that it doesn't. 

The President fails to note that a 10-
warhead MX in a vulnerable silo is a 
far more attractive target than a 
three-warhead minuteman in the same 
silo. He fails to do so even through 
General Scowcroft has admitted this 
in testimony before the Appropria
tions Committee. 

How does buying more MX missiles 
solve the old problem of making the 
world safe? The answer is that it 
doesn't. The President believes that 
peace will be strengthened by adding 
1,000 more nuclear warheads to our 
stockpile. We already have 9,000 stra
tegic nuclear warheads. Adding to a 
stockpile already beyond reason makes 
the world less, not more, safe from the 
threat of annihilation. 

How does buying more MX missiles 
address the old question of overall bal
ance of forces? The answer is that it 
doesn't. The President says he wants 
more MX missiles because "The asym
metry in ICBM's between United 
States and Soviet strategic forces re
mains very much in their favor." The 
President is silent on SLBM's, because 
the asymmetry there is very much in 
our favor.The fact remains that there 
is approximate parity, overall, in stra
tegic nuclear forces. 

Mr. Chairman, the basic and overrid
ing concern remains arms control, and 
the reduction of nuclear weapons. 
Building more MX missiles takes us in 
the opposite direction. It keeps us 
locked in the same old trap of move
countermove, of build-build even 
more. 

It is the same discredited strategy 
that has brought us to the sorry state 
we are in today. 

The President says that building and 
deploying 100 MX missiles is consist
ent with U.S. arms control policy. But 
what is that policy? How can we say 
we are controlling arms by building 
more of them? In this Member's opin
ion, the way to control arms is to con
trol them, and the first step in reduc
ing nuclear weapons is to stop building 
more of them. 

The President says that we need to 
build and deploy 100 MX missiles to 
induce the Soviets to negotiate. There 
is nothing sacred about the number 
100. The Scrowcroft Commission 
spoke of deploying "on the order of 
100 MX missiles," implying thereby 
that the number was not fixed. In 
fact, the President seems to be coming 
around to this point of view by agree
ing with the Senate to deploy only 50 
MX missiles. I would point out that it 
was not too long ago that the Penta
gon was telling us how vital it was to 
deploy 200 MX missiles. Mr. Chair
man, we have already funded 42 mis
siles. In other words, we already have 
42 bargaining chips-bargaining chips 
which will not actually be in our in
ventory starting between 1 and 2 years 
from now. We need no more. If 42 MX 
missiles do not induce the Soviets to 
negotiate, by what logic will additional 
MX missiles make them do so? 

Also, keep in mind that during the 
last 3 or 4 years, Congress has provid
ed research and development funding 
which has allowed the procurement of 
20 research MX missiles. Seven or 
eight of these missiles have been ex
pended, but about twelve of those mis
siles remain which could be used for 
deployment. In fact, in the conference 
report accompaning the fiscal year 
1983 defense appropriations bill, the 
following language was included: 

The conferees note that the MX research 
and development program includes the ac
quisition of missiles. When both the House 
and the Senate have approved a permanent 
basing mode, missiles which have been ac-

quired under the research and development 
program may be deployed in the approved 
permanent basing mode. The conferees 
intend by this action to emphasize their 
firm commitment to modemizaton of our 
strategic nuclear forces. 

There can be no doubt that Congress 
is committed to the modernization of 
the strategic forces, and there can be 
no doubt that sufficient bargaining 
chips are already funded to convince 
the Soviet Union that the United 
States means business. 

To further this commitment, the 
Congress is supporting: MX missile, 
Midgetman missile, air-launched 
cruise missile, sea-launched cruise mis
sile, ground-launched cruise missile, 
Poseidon CC-31 missile, Trident I CC-41 
missile, Trident II CD-51 missile, Per
shing II missile, B-1 bomber, advanced 
technology bomber, Trident subma
rine, warhead and nuclear devices for 
the various systems, and moderniza
tion of the Minuteman missile force. 

Congress has supported the Presi
dent in most of his strategic programs. 
And the Soviet Union is aware of this 
increased and continuing support. 

The present production schedule for 
the currently funded MX missiles 
could be slowed, extending missile de
liveries over several years. 

This approach would keep the MX 
production line open until concrete re
sults are obtained from the arms talks 
in Geneva and it would keep the MX 
missile line open for future produc
tion. 

The President says that each 
Member of Congress should join him 
in a bipartisan and united effort to ap
prove funds for additional MX missile 
procurement. This is the same Presi
dent who says his budget deficits are 
entirely the fault of the Congress. He 
is the same President who says that it 
is up to the Congress to "cut irrespon
sible spending." He is the same Presi
dent who demands that the Congress 
"rein in the budget monster." 

Mr. Chairman, we have already 
spent far too much of our treasure on 
a vulnerable weapon of questionable 
military value. Do we have an extra 
$25 billion lying around to finance this 
complete missile system when the defi
cit will exceed $200 billion this current 
fiscal year, and will continue to mount 
in years to come? We have already 
funded enough MX missiles to induce 
the Soviets to negotiate, if indeed such 
actions will ever actually provide an 
inducement. We do not need more MX 
missiles. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption 
of the Mavroules amendment.e 
•Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. 
Chairman, we are once again gathered 
to discuss the fate of that costly and 
destabilizing weapon-the MX. Since 
Congress last approved acquisition of 
21 MX missiles in March, the adminis
tration has yet to provide convincing 
evidence of its political and strategic 
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utility. I continue to oppose MX pro
duction and deployment and support 
the amendments offered by my col
leagues today both to delete all fiscal 
year 1986 funding for the MX Pro
gram and to cap future deployment of 
missiles already produced. 

The MX is a misguided missile 
system that remains as vulnerable 
today as when it was first conceived. 
The decision to base the MX in exist
ing silos enables the Soviets to pin
point the same silos that they have 
been targeting for more than 20 years. 
It has been estimated that less than 10 
percent of all MX missiles would sur
vive a Soviet attack in 1990, and fewer 
than 5 percent in 1996. Consequently, 
the MX is a very vulnerable and desta
bilizing first-strike weapon. Because 
the vast majority of MX missiles 
would be .destroyed in a first strike, it 
also possesses no deterrent capability. 

Any attempt to protect the MX mis
sile from a preemptive first-strike 
attack will prove costly and perhaps 
futile. The Air Force has acknowl
edged that superhardening existing 
missile silos will cost at least $180 mil
lion per silo. Moreover, we can never 
be sure about the effectiveness of our 
silo hardening program. The Reagan 
administration should pay heed to MX 
Commission Chair Brent Scowcroft 
who testified earlier this year that "in 
the race between hardening and accu
racy, hardening has to lose." 

As time passes, the MX continues to 
provide us with increasingly less bar
gaining leverage. The administration 
unconvincingly and unfairly has 
argued that the MX should be used as 
a bargaining chip. If this administra
tion had been serious about arms con
trol, it would have pursued that goal 
outright. Instead, the MX has become 
the President's bargaining chip with 
Congress, and not with the Soviets. 

The MX Program has had little 
effect upon the Soviet attitude toward 
arms control. In 1983, the Soviets 
walked out of arms control talks de
spite congressional approval of funds 
for 21 MX missiles. The Soviets then 
returned to the bargaining table 
before Congress approved release of 
MX funds last year, and not long after 
Congress delayed funds for the pro
gram. Now that our two nations are 
engaged in arms talks, the United 
States does not require more MX mis
siles. Congress has already authorized 
42 MX missiles. The rest of our nucle
ar arsenal is more than enough to 
compel the Soviets to negotiate in ear
nest in Geneva. If we continue to 
deploy the MX, the Soviet Union will 
be more inclined to engage in arms 
competition rather than in arms re
duction. 

There! ore, I support the Bennett 
amendment to delete all fiscal year 
1986 funding for the MX Program as 
well as unobligated prior year funds, 
thus halting the program altogether. 

Should my colleagues not agree to ter
minate the MX Program, I would at 
least encourage them to support ef
forts to place a permanent statutory 
limit on the number of MX missiles 
that can be deployed. 

The Mavroules-McCurdy amend
ment would limit MX deployment to 
40 missiles, the amount already ap
proved by Congress. In cutting $1.2 bil
lion from the defense authorization 
bill, the Mavroules-McCurdy amend
ment would also facilitate the House 
attempt to enact a defense budget 
freeze, which the majority of us al
ready support. 

I cannot stress enough to my col
leagues the wasteful and strategically 
unsettling consequences of the MX 
Program. In order to salvage and re
store at least some rational order to 
our defense policy, I support my col
leagues efforts to slow down and limit 
the growth of the MX Program.e 
e Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the Bennett amend
ment. This amendment would help 
reduce the risk of nuclear war in two 
ways: by terminating the MX missile 
program, and by applying that money 
to our conventional forces. 

Many times in the past, I and other 
Members of this House have made our 
opposition to the MX missile clear. We 
have stated the arguments against it 
many times. We have passed endless 
hours in debate. 

In 7 years, the basic arguments 
against the MX have not changed, and 
I will not repeat them here. Suffice it 
to say that the MX is still costly. It is 
still vulnerable. It is still destabilizing. 
It is still unnecessary. 

Meanwhile, our conventional forces 
are not as combat ready as they 
should be. They remain in desperate 
need of spare parts, ammunition, and 
combat medical facilities. 

Mr. Chairman, the Bennett amend
ment serves two important aims. First, 
it would rid us-once and for all-of a 
dangerous, destabilizing weapon. And, 
second, it would help ensure that, if 
we must fight, we can fight and win 
the only war possible or even think
able in a nuclear age-a conventional 
war. I urge the House to adopt this 
amendment.e 
e Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I will be 
offering an amendment to establish 
ceilings on some programs that bump 
up against the ABM Treaty and floors 
on other programs that are essential 
to determining whether the Nitze cri
teria can be met. 
SDI PROJECTS THAT BUMP AGAINST THE ABM 

TREATY 

The Dicks amendment includes zero 
nominal growth-no extra money for 
inflation-for certain projects that in
volve tests that either violate the 
ABM Treaty or undermine our ability 
to enforce it. The discussion below 
lays out parts of the ABM Treaty that 
are relevant and analyzes each of the 

SDI projects where we think there 
may be ABM Treaty problems. 

RELEVANT PARTS OF THE ABM TREATY 

The ABM Treaty prohibits testing of 
ABM systems or components which 
are seabased, airbased, spacebased, or 
mobile landbased. Thus we cannot test 
anything unless it is a fixed, land
based system. SDI tests of systems and 
components in space or on aircraft vio
late the treaty. 

One point of contention is what con
stitutes a component. The Treaty says 
that an ABM system is one that 
counters strategic ballistic missiles or 
their elements, currently consisting of 
these components: first, ABM inter
ceptor missiles; second, ABM launch
ers for ABM interceptor missiles; 
third, ABM radars constructed, de
ployed, or tested in an ABM mode. 

A difficulty arises in this list of com
ponents because many of the technol
ogies envisioned for SDI-lasers, opti
cal warhead trackers, rail guns-did 
not exist when the treaty was drafted 
and are not specifically mentioned in 
the treaty as components. Since many 
of the new technology systems could 
substitute for the components list in 
the treaty, testing them in space or on 
aircraft arguably would be violations 
of the treaty as well. Even if United 
States and Soviet tests of these new 
technologies are not violations, the 
tests can undermine the intent of the 
treaty so as to make it meaningless. 
Indeed, agreed statements supple
menting the treaty envisoned such 
problems from new technologies. One 
of these statements says that ABM 
systems and components based on 
other physical principles would be sub
ject to discussion and agreement. 

SDI TESTS THAT THREATEN THE ABM TREATY 

First, Airborne optical system-air
borne tests in late 1980's. This system 
mounts an optical device on an air
craft to track incoming warheads. As 
such, it is a substitute for ABM radars 
that also track incoming warheads. Be
cause it is airbased, testing it is argu
ably a violation or is a detriment to 
the treaty's regime. The SDI advo
cates argue that, because tests of this 
system will not pass data to other 
parts of an ABM system, such tests 
are not conducted in an ABM mode 
and are not a problem for the treaty. 
The counterargument is that the 
treaty does not specify passing data as 
a criterion for testing in an ABM 
mode. Indeed, we would not want to 
accept this as a criterion for judging 
Soviet compliance since it is not verifi
able. 

Second, space-based laser systems
space-based tests in late 1980's or early 
1990's. One part of this program is 
known as the acquisition, tracking, 
and pointing [ATP] project. It used to 
be ref erred to as the "Talon Gold" 
project. It involves attaching tele
scopes to a space-based laser to ensure 
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that the laser is properly aimed at the 
target. As such, it becomes the func
tional equivalent of an ABM acquisi
tion and tracking radar which, if it 
were space-based, would be prohibited 
by the ABM Treaty. Thus, tests of the 
ATP project in space are arguably vio
lations of the treaty or do irreparable 
damage to the treaty's regime. 

Third, Space-based hypervelocity 
gun-space-based tests in early 1990's. 
This device is popularly known as the 
rail gun. It uses electromagnets to ac
celerate guided projectiles at targets
for example, enemy warheads or buses 
that dispense warheads-in space. As 
such, it is the functional equivalent of 
an ABM missile launcher covered in 
the treaty. Thus, testing it in space 
either violates the treaty or under
mines the treat or undermines its 
regime. Also, this system fires projec
tiles at a very high rate-similar to an 
antimissile Gatling gun. Because of 
this, the system potentially violates 
the provision of the ABM Treaty that 
prohibits rapid reload capability for 
ABM systems. 

Fourth, Kinetic kill vehicle-space
based tests in early 1990's. This system 
is a space-based rocket that can attack 
enemy missiles in their boost phase, or 
enemy warheads and warhead-dispens
ing buses in space. It's the type of 
system advocated by the High Fron
tier organization. The rocket is fired 
from a satellite and homes in on its 
target. Since this system fits the defi
nition of a space-based ABM compo
nent-that is, an ABM missile-testing 
it is prohibited by the treaty. 

SDI MAKE-OR-BREAK PROJECTS 

Below are four SDI projects that we 
want to boost with funding at the 
levels requested by the administration. 
Each is needed to provide early data 
that will be necessary to make judg
ments on whether SDI as a whole will 
be practical. If any one of them yields 
negative results, then we might as well 
scrap the whole SDI Program. None of 
these projects cause problems with re
spect to the ABM Treaty. Also, the 
first three give bonus effects in other 
areas even if we don't go through with 
SDI. 

First, System survivability. This 
project will investigate whether SDI 
systems will be able to survive enemy 
attacks. If it turns out that the Soviets 
can destroy SDI before we can use it 
to defend ourselves, then quite obvi
ously the whole system is flawed. 
Indeed, if we deployed an SDI that 
was not survivable, the situation could 
be quite unstable. The Soviets would 
be tempted to take SDI out in e crisis, 
perhaps as a precursor to a nuclear 
first strike. Thus this is a critical area 
for investigation, so important that 
Paul Nitze made survivability one of 
the key criteria to be satisfied before 
SDI should be deployed. 

This project also has a big bonus 
effect, even if SDI doesn't pan out. A 

worry for U.S. security now is the vul
nerability of our satellites to Soviet 
ASAT's. Research into SDI survivabil
ity-that is largely satellite based
should help the survivability of other 
U.S. satellites not part of SDI. 

Second, Lethality and target harden
ing. This project looks into how diffi
cult it will be for SDI weapons to de
stroy attacking missiles, warheads and 
buses that dispense warheads in space. 
It's important because, if the Soviets 
can find easy countermeasures to 
make their offensive weapons immune 
to SDI, then developing defensive 
weapons will be a waste of money. 

This project also has a spinoff bene
fit. One U.S. concern is that the Sovi
ets will break out of the ABM Treaty 
and protect their ICBM's-and other 
targets-with ABM's, giving them in
centives for a first strike and causing 
instability. This project, in looking for 
ways that the Soviets can get through 
our defenses, should give us some good 
ideas on how to get through their 
ABM systems. Thus this project gives 
us a hedge to protect our security 
against Soviet ABM breakout. 

Third, Battle management/com
mand, control, and communication. 
This project deals with the problem of 
coordinating and communicating 
among all the various SDI elements 
when faced with a massive enemy 
attack. This is a formidable challenge. 
Decisions to use SDI, allocate defenses 
to targets, assess damage to attacking 
weapons, et cetera, all have to be made 
faultlessly and in split seconds. Ex
perts say we need major break
throughs in computer hardware and 
software, artifical intelligence, and de
bugging millions of lines of computer 
code to make this part of SDI work. 

Here again, research in this area can 
give benefits outside. It can help com
mand control and communications for 
our conventional forces. The commer
cial applications of computer develop
ments here also promise great poten
tial. 

Fourth, SDI systems architecture. 
This project lays out an overall plan 
for SID-how many of what types of 
systems are needed to make the de
fense achieve the goal of def ending 
American and allied population. It will 
be important, first, because it will help 
us to get a handle on costs. Once we 
begin to see how much equipment and 
manpower is needed, we can get some 
ballpark estimates of the funding 
needed. With this data, we can judge 
whether we and our allies will be will
ing to foot the bill, and what kind of 
tradeoffs will be necessary among 
competing priorities-for example, 
deficit reductions, conventional force 
improvements. 

The project will also be important 
because it will set goals for how well 
the various SDI technologies will have 
to perform for the overall system to 
work. We can then compare these per-

formance specs with the actual results 
we get from testing SDI hardware to 
see if the hardware is good enough for 
an integrated system giving us the pro
tection we seek.• 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, 
at this point I think I have about 3 
minutes remaining. I am going to yield 
back the balance of my time so that 
the gentleman from Florida CMr. BEN
NETT] can end the debate. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
Russo). The gentleman from Massa
chusetts CMr. MAVRoULEsl has yielded 
back the balance of his time, and the 
gentleman from Alabama CMr. DICK
INSON] has yielded back the balance of 
his time. 

The gentleman from Florida CMr. 
BENNETT] has 14 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I cer
tainly will not use all those 14 min
utes, but it does put me at ease, so I 
can talk just like I would want to. 

First of all, I have heard some very 
interesting things here that have gone 
before that ought to be pointed out. 
The fact has been referred to that 
President Carter asked for 200 of 
these missiles, but they were to be 
mobile missiles. 

Somebody said that people who are 
not supporting the missiles at this 
point were not supporting Mr. Carter 
at that point, but certainly I was. I 
was in favor of a mobile missile. 

As a matter of fact, a decade ago, or 
just about when we first started get
ting the follow-on Minute Man missile, 
I had rather extensive correspondence 
with the Department of Defense 
urging that they go to a mobile mis
sile. 

D 1740 
And they came back to me with let

ters which indicated that they did not 
know that they could do it or not; but 
possibly could by some sort of a race
track method or something like that. 
And I said to them, well, I believe, if 
my information is correct, the Rus
sians are in the process of producing 
at least one kind of mobile missile 
which is going to go up and down the 
highways, and another one possibly to 
go up and down the rails. And that has 
been borne out because they now have 
two mobile missiles which can do that. 

I felt we ought to continue that type 
of activity, to get a truly mobile mis
sile, not one tied to a particular piece 
of geography like Fort Benning or 
something of that nature. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT. I will have plenty of 
time at the end of my remarks, and I 
would rather complete my remarks. 
But I would like to feel at ease in what 
I am saying, since I have so much 
more time than I usually have. 

So I think that having a mobile mis
sile in this field would have been a 
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wonderful thing to have had. But un
fortunately we were not able to do it, 
even though the Russians have done 
it. And I wanted to address that be
cause somebody said on the floor that 
there was an inconsistency in those 
who opposed this missile now and 
those who opposed the moNle missile 
then. 

Well, I do not know who they are 
talking about. They are certainly not 
talking about me because I favored 
this missile and I would favor it today 
if it had a good basing mode. But it is 
designed to be a mobile missile and the 
Russians now have two, one on rails 
and one on highways, and it is not just 
any rails but it can go up and down or
dinary rails. 

The next point that was made 
during the debate is that we need a 
triad. I tried to address that before 
and I will address it again. A triad 
simply means we have a sea, air, and 
land type of delivery system. 

Well, we have it even if we did not 
have the ICBM, which, of course, we 
still do have, in the Minuteman. At sea 
we have the Trident missile and the 
Trident submarine. In the air we have 
the bomber, and on the land we have 
the ICBM's, which we already have, 
the Minuteman and such of the MX's 
as we have been caught with in the 
process of trying to get a mobile mis
sile, and not being able to move it. 

In addition, to that, we really have 
whatever the word is for four, because 
we have a cruise missile and we also 
have a low trajectory submarine mis
sile, so really we have five different 
ways of delivery of strategic missiles 
or any kind of a missile that would be 
hurtful to the enemy in the field of 
strategic weaponry. 

Then it is still being ref erred to here 
in these conversations as if this were 
some sort of a chip at the bargaining 
table. Years ago when we first started 
talking about this particular missile, 
that matter was addressed by the Rus
sians and they repeated it time after 
time, what us developing this missile is 
going to do as to whether they go to a 
bargaining table or not. They are not 
interested in it as a chip. You have to 
look, when you look at a weapon, at 
what their answer to your weapon is. 
And their answer is <they stated it, 
and it is the same answer we have 
had> they would just produce another 
good ICBM. It is not a chip they are 
interested in. 

Then the next thing that was men
tioned is the question of whether or 
not these weapons, I do not know, I 
guess this was done facetiously, but 
somebody said, well, these weapons 
are not very helpful to conventional 
warfare. Well, of course, they are not 
very helpful to conventional warfare 
because they have nothing to do with 
conventional warfare. They are strate
gic in nature. 

Let us ref er to what we actually 
have today in our country. We have 
been told by Gen. Bernard Rogers, on 
a number of occasions, running back 
at least 2 years ago, that we would 
have to go to a nuclear war within a 
matter of days, not a matter of weeks, 
in Europe if the Russians tried to 
overrun Europe, because we could not 
stem the tide, and we would have to go 
to nuclear war. That is what the Scow
croft report said as well. It is being re
peated many times. 

The point that I would like to make 
here about this particular matter, is 
that I would like to knock out all of 
the MX missiles, not just some of 
them, but all of them, and that is be
cause of all of this money which is 
very much needed for conventional 
weaponry. The Russians, or the 
Warsaw Pact, have three times the 
number of tanks in Europe, and they 
have twice the number of personnel 
carriers. A lot of people think this is a 
question of adding a weapon. It is not 
a question of adding a weapon. It is a 
question of spending money for a 
faulted weapon, a very vulnerable 
weapon. All of that money would be 
used, if we did not use it for this, 
would be used for something better. 
As a matter of fact, my particular 
amendment requires it go for conven
tional weaponry. But even if it did not, 
it would go for the other things that 
we need like ships, like being able to 
move our troops across the seas if we 
actually had a war. It would go for 
those things that have been turned 
down in the budget. When you have a 
budget ceiling as we have today, when 
you put in the Trident or when you 
put in the MX missile into that pic
ture, or you subtract it, it has a bear
ing upon what else you buy. 

But even if that were not so, but it is 
so, but even if it were not so, my 
amendment specifically gives this to 
the conventional weaponry. 

Now in hearings before the Senate 
recently General Rogers this year 
spoke about the widening gap between 
NATO and the Warsaw Pact, and I am 
quoting what General Rogers said 
when he appeared before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, he said: 

"The continually widening gap between 
NATO and Warsaw Pact conventional capa
b111ties impacts the credib111ty of NATO's 
deterrence because it compels the Alliance 
to rely excessively on the early first-use of 
nuclear weapons. 
... Such heavy reliance on early nuclear 

first-use does not provide a credible basis-I 
repeat that for you-

.. . Such heavy reliance on early nuclear 
first-use does not provide a credible basis for 
deterring what I believe to be the most 
likely threat the Alliance faces: Soviet in
timidation and coercion of West European 
nations resulting from the threat of massive 
conventional military superiority. 

Consider the irony: The Nation that 
prides itself on moral rights and 
ethics, on freedom and democracy, 

would perpetrate the greatest of im
moralities by starting a nuclear war. 
We are the only country in the world 
today which says that we would be the 
first to use nuclear weapons. Even the 
President has said it is our policy to 
resort to nuclear weapons in the face 
of a conventional attack. 

Well, I think we have a duty in 1985, 
as Members of the U.S. Congress, to 
try to prevent, for our own time and 
for our children and our grandchil
dren, a nuclear war and to ensure that 
there is an Earth here that will sur
vive; and we ought to try to prevent a 
nuclear war from occurring. And when 
your policy is to go to nuclear war 
within a matter of days after conven
tional aggressive war starts by the 
Russians in Europe, I think that is a 
policy that is very much faulted, since 
it can be prevented by acquiring more 
adequate conventional war abilities. 

So the thrust of my operation here 
today is not just to oppose the MX 
missile, although I do so. I also have 
other amendments which would take 
other fundings from other things that 
we are cutting down in this bill and 
putting in that conventional field. In 
fact, perhaps the most important 
amendment which I have to offer in 
this debate will be one which will take 
$4 billion of identified savings, those 
are mostly from the Navy, mostly be
cause they have underruns in building 
their ships-I am happy to say that I 
chair that committee and I think I 
have had some impact upon the un
derruns. These are not overruns but 
underruns. In other words, it has cost 
us less. It is not just a question of the 
cost of living or something like that, it 
is the fact that we have actually pro
vided for savings by the way in which 
the Secretary of the Navy and the 
Navy have handled their contracts and 
the way they have handled their pro
curement and the way they have han
dled the carrying out of those ships. 

So that money has been saved, about 
$4 billion. It will be identified, and I 
have an amendment later on which I 
will be speaking to which will take all 
of that $4 billion and put it into con
ventional weaponry, and buy some of 
the tanks we need, buy some of the 
ammunition we need to provide for 
conventional success in Europe if we 
had a war there. 

So, gentleman it is not my point, it is 
not just a question of getting rid of a 
faulted weapon. It is getting rid of 
spending of billions and billions of dol
lars which ought to be spent for 
things which can prevent us having a 
nuclear war, which can prevent us 
from having a disaster here on Earth 
the likes of which mankind has never 
had. 

So I woud like to conclude my re
marks by saying I would appreciate it 
very much if you would support my 
amendment to the substitute of the 
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gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MAVROULES] to strike all of the MX 
missiles. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. BEN
NETT] yield back the balance of his 
time? 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
BENNETT] to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MAVROULES] as a substitute for 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced 
that the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

demand a recorded vote. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 185, noes 
230, not voting 18, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Boggs 
Bonior<MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Carper 
Carr 
Clay 
Coelho 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Coughlin 
Coyne 
Dasch le 
Dellums 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dyrnally 
Early 
Eckart <OH> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IL> 
Feighan 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Ford <MI> 

CRoll No. 1661 
AYES-185 

Ford<TN> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Gray <IL> 
Gray <PA> 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall<OH> 
Hamilton 
Hayes 
Heftel 
Hertel 
Howard 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Leach <IA> 
Lehman <CA> 
Lehman <FL> 
Leland 
Levin <MI> 
Levine <CA> 
Lowry<WA> 
Luken 
Lundine 
MacKay 
Manton 
Markey 
Martine? 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mccloskey 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Mica 
Mikulski 

Miller<CA> 
Miller<WA> 
Mineta 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Moody 
Morrison <CT> 
Mrazek 
Natcher 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Owens 
Panetta 
Pease 
Penny 
Perkins 
Petri 
Rahall 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith <NJ> 
Solarz 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Torricelli 
Towns 

Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walgren 

Akaka 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Asp in 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehle rt 
Boner<TN> 
Boulter 
Breaux 
Broomfield 
Brown <CO> 
Broyhill 
Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Camey 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Combest 
Cooper 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
De Lay 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Doman<CA> 
Dowdy 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dyson 
Eckert <NY> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Fish 
Foley 
Franklin 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gephardt 

Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wirth 

NOES-230 

Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Young<MO> 
Zschau 

Gilman Nelson 
Gingrich Nichols 
Glickman Nielson 
Gordon O'Brien 
Gregg Ortiz 
Grotberg Oxley 
Gunderson Packard 
Hall, Ralph Parris 
Hammerschmidt Pashayan 
Hansen Pickle 
Hartnett Porter 
Hatcher Price 
Hefner Pursell 
Hendon Quillen 
Henry Ray 
Hiler Regula 
Hillis Reid 
Holt Rinaldo 
Hopkins Ritter 
Horton Roberts 
Hoyer Robinson 
Hubbard Roemer 
Huckaby Rogers 
Hunter Roth 
Hutto Rowland <CT> 
Hyde Rowland <GA> 
Ireland Rudd 
Jones <OK> Saxton 
Jones <TN> Schaefer 
Kasich Schuette 
Kemp Schulze 
Kindness Shaw 
Kolbe Shelby 
Kramer Shumway 
Lagomarsino Shuster 
Latta Siljander 
Leath <TX> Sisisky 
Lent Skeen 
Lewis <CA> Skelton 
Lewis <FL> Slattery 
Lightfoot Slaughter 
Lipinski Smith <NH> 
Livingston Smith, Denny 
Lloyd Smith, Robert 
Long Sn owe 
Lott Snyder 
Lowery <CA> Spence 
Lujan Spratt 
Lungren . Stallings 
Mack Stange land 
Madigan Stenholm 
Martin <IL> Stratton 
Martin <NY> Stump 
Mazzoli Sundquist 
McCain Sweeney 
McCandless Swindall 
McColl um Tauzin 
Mccurdy Taylor 
McDade Thomas <CA> 
McEwen Thomas <GA> 
McGrath Valentine 
McKeman Vander Jagt 
McMillan Vucanovich 
Meyers Walker 
Michel Watkins 
Miller <OH> Weber 
Molinari Whitehurst 
Mollohan Whitley 
Monson Whittaker 
Montgomery Wolf 
Moore Wortley 
Moorhead Wright 
Morrison <WA> Wylie 
Murphy Yatron 
Murtha Young <AK> 
Myers Young <FL> 
Neal 

NOT VOTING-18 
Addabbo 
Badham 
Boland 
Brown <CA> 
Chappie 
Crockett 

Flippo 
Hawkins 
Jeffords 
Loeffler 
Marlenee 
Pepper 

Rangel 
Schumer 
Solomon 
Strang 
Torres 
Wilson 

0 1800 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Addabbo for, with Mr. Loeffler 
against. 

Mr. Rangel for, with Mr. Solomon against. 
Mr. Schumer for, with Mr. Badham 

against. 
Mr. Jeffords for, with Mr. Pepper against. 

Messrs. McEWEN, PRICE, PICKLE, 
and DERRICK changed their votes 
from "aye" to "no." 

Messrs. PETRI, MINETA, and 
ZSCHA U changed their votes , from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment to the amend
ment offered as a substitute for the 
ameridment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 
PERFECTING AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COUR· 

TER TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MAV· 
ROULES AS A SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMEND· 
MENT OFFERED BY MR. DICKINSON 
Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

off er a perfecting amendment to the 
amendment offered as a substitute for 
the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Perfecting amendment offered by Mr. 

COURTER to the amendment offered by Mr. 
MAVROULES as a substitute for the amend
ment offered by Mr. DICKINSON: 

Strike out the dollar amount proposed to 
be inserted by the amendment at page 13, 
line 15, and insert in lieu thereof 
"$8,810,700,000". 

In the section proposed to be inserted by 
the substitute amendment, strike out all 
after "SEC. 111." and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 
MX MISSILE PROGRAM. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is the sense of 
Congress that-

(1 > not more than 50 MX missiles should 
be deployed in existing Minuteman silos; 

<2> after procurement of 50 missiles for 
deployment in those silos, further procure
ment of MX missiles should, unless a differ
ent basing mode is proposed by the Presi
dent and agreed to by Congress, be limited 
to those necessary-

<A> for the MX missile reliability testing 
program; and 

<B> as spares within the logistics system 
supporting the deployed MX missile force; 
and 

(3) during fiscal year 1987, depending 
upon the most efficient production rate, 
from 12 to 21 MX missiles should be pro
cured, but those missiles should <as provided 
in paragraph <2» be limited only to spare 
and test missiles unless a different basing 
mode is proposed by the President and 
agreed to by Congress. 

(b) LIMITATION ON FISCAL YEAR 1986 AND 
EARLIER FuNDS.-None of the funds appro
priated or otherwise made available in an 
appropriation law for fiscal year 1986 or any 
prior fiscal year for procurement of missiles 
for the Air Force may be used-

< 1) to deploy more than 50 MX missiles in 
existing Minuteman silos; 

(2) to modify, or prepare for modification, 
more than 50 existing Minuteman silos for 
the deployment of MX missiles; 

(3) to acquire basing sets for more than 50 
MX deployed missiles; or 
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<4> to procure long-lead items for the de

ployment of more than 50 MX missiles. 
(C) LIMITATION ON FISCAL YEAR 1986 MX 

PROGRAM.-( 1 > Of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available in an appropria
tion la": for fiscal year 1986 for procure
ment of missiles for the Air Force, not more 
than $1,889,000,000 may be used for the MX 
missile program. 

(2) Not more than 12 MX missiles may be 
procured with funds appropriated or other
wise made available in an appropriation law 
for fiscal year 1986 for procurement of mis
siles for the Air Force. 

0 1810 
Mr. COURTER <during the read

ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, the 

parliamentary situation, I suppose, 
needs some explanation, and if you 
would bear with me, I will try to clari
fy the situation. 

The gentleman from Alabama CMr. 
DICKINSON] offered an amendment to 
the bill, and we debated that amend
ment for a period of time. That 
amendment, basically, reduced MX 
missile deployment under the bill to 50 
deployable missiles. I would like to 
back up and say that it is important to 
keep in mind that the administration 
originally requested 100 MX missiles, 
and not long ago there was an agree
ment that that would be reduced to 50 
deployed missiles at the present time. 
We have debated the Dickinson 
amendment for a period of time. 

There was a substitute to the Dick
inson amendment, which reduced MX 
deployment to 50 missiles, and that 
was the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts CMr. 
MAVROULES]. I will allow the gentle
man from Massachusetts to character
ize his amendment, but, basically, it 
capped deployment to 40 missiles. 

The gentleman from Florida CMr. 
BENNETT] had an amendment to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts CMr. MAVROULES], 
which was just defeated. That is the 
amendment on which the Committee 
just voted. That would have eliminat
ed all funding for MX in fiscal year 
1986. 

My amendment is an amendment to 
Mavroules, which, to make a long 
story short, really reinstates the lan
guage of the Dickinson amendment. 

A favorable vote on my amendment 
reduces MX deployment in fiscal 1986 
to 50 missiles. 

Pursuant to an agreement and a 
unanimous consent request, I was 
given 5 minutes to discuss my amend
ment, and there is 5 minutes in opposi
tion. The only debate, pursuant to the 
unanimous-consent request, will be on 
my amendment pro and con. It is my 

understanding, however, that the gen
tleman from Oklahoma CMr. McCuR
DY] may offer an amendment to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] 
which, if he does, No. 1, will not be de
batable, and, No. 2, changes substan
tially the Mavroules amendment be
cause it changes it from an amend
ment that deletes funding and puts a 
cap on MX missiles to 40 to simply a 
sense of the Congress resolution. 

So, therefore, it is important to rec
ognize that if the gentleman from 
Oklahoma CMr. McCuRDY] offers an 
amendment and does not debate it, it 
is substantially different, nevertheless, 
than the Mavroules amendment. 

I hope that explains the situation. 
The vote will be coming soon on the 
Courter-Dickinson amendment, and I 
would like to talk very, very briefly, in 
the remaining 2 or 3 minutes, on the 
substance of that amendment. 

I think it is important to keep in 
mind that this probably-and, thank 
goodness-will be one of the last if not 
the last debates on MX. President 
Carter suggested, in order to have a 
minimum deterrent for our land-based 
needs, our land-based missiles, we 
needed to deploy 200 missiles. That 
was reduced, unilaterally, without ne
gotiation with the Soviet Union, to a 
request by the Reagan administration 
to 100 missiles. That was further re
duced, unilaterally, without extract
ing--

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield for a parlia
mentary inquiry? 

Mr. COURTER. I yield to t.he gen
tleman from Alabama. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman will state it. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
was wondering, when we are in such 
tight time constraints and business is 
stopped to call the House to order, 
does that time come off of the time of 
the gentleman in the well? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time does not come out of the gentle
man's time. 

Mr. DICKINSON. It is my under
standing that, on occasion, it is at the 
discretion of the Chair. I appreciate 
the Chair's ruling. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair will use his discretion wisely, as 
it has always done in the past. 

Mr. DICKINSON. So the time does 
not come off of the gentleman's time 
when order is being restored. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. That 
is correct. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. COURTER. I thank the gentle
man from Alabama and I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. Chairman, as I was saying, it is 
important to keep in mind that the ad
ministration, and through a bipartisan 
agreement in the other body, the max
imum amount of deployed MX mis
siles, pursuant to this bill 1986, is 
going to be a cap of 50. 

It is important to recognize that the 
administration's original request for 
funding in MX missiles for fiscal 1986 
was 48 new missiles; that was over and 
above the 42 that had already been au
thorized by his body. That sum of mis
siles, 48, was reduced by the House 
Armed Services Committee to 21. 

It is important to recognize that the 
Dickinson amendment, which is now 
the Courter amendment, reduces 
those 21 to 8. So a favorable vote on 
the Courter amendment is a further 
reduction of deployment of MX mis
siles from the original 100 that was re
quested, the original 48 that was re
quested for this year, down to 8 addi
tional missiles. 

Let me mention another thing, if I 
may. It is important to recognize that 
the amendment of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MAVROULES] 
to cap it at 40 is two less than what 
this body already authorized during 
the last couple of years. We have al
ready authorized the deployment of 42 
MX missiles. 

So a vote in favor of Mavroules, if it 
comes to that, is a vote to delete 2 mis
siles from what this body otherwise 
did. 

Finally, if we do have a vote on 
Mccurdy, it is important to recognize 
that the Mccurdy undebatable 
amendment is not Mavroules but 
simply a sense of the Congress resolu
tion. I urge my colleagues to vote for 
reducing MX to an additional deploy
ment of 8, vote yes on Courter, vote 
yes on Dickinson. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to make it 
very clear that I thought I had an un
derstanding with the ranking minority 
member of '-he Armed Services Com
mittee that when we went to the 
Rules Committee upon his request, 
the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON], and we 
asked the Rules Committee to vote on 
it, that he would go first with his 
amendment, to be substituted by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts CMr. 
MAVROULES] or the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MCCURDY], and, of 
course, to allow the amendment of the 
gentleman from Florida CMr. BEN
NETT]. 

Let us not kid ourselves. Let us know 
what is going on here this afternoon. 
This is a back-door approach by my 
dear friend, the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. COURTER], to bring up first 
for a vote the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Alabama CMr. 
DICKINSON]. The language is the same. 
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I am going to yield to my dear 

friend, the gentleman from Oklahoma 
CMr. McCuRDY]. I want all of the 
Members to hear very carefully. It is 
imperative and very important that we 
vote first for the Mccurdy amend
ment, which will be offered, defeat the 
Courter perfecting language, and then 
support the Mavroules substitute-in 
that order. 

I think it is extremely important to 
understand the order we are voting in. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma CMr. MCCURDY]. 

0 1820 
Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, in 

order to clarify again exactly where 
we are, ladies and gentlemen, we will 
have 3 more votes. I intend to offer an 
amendment immediately which will be 
a Sense of the Congress amendment to 
limit deployment at 40. It is germane 
to the Dickinson amendment because 
it is a Sense of the Congress. But it is 
important that if you support the 
McCurdy-Mavroules amendment for a 
cap of 40 MX missiles, that you vote 
for the Mccurdy amendment as a 
Sense of Congress against the Courter
Dickinson amendment at 50 and again 
for the McCurdy-Mavroules amend
ment at 40. There will be 3 votes. 

The first vote, a yes-no-yes. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MC CURDY TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DICKINSON 
Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I 

off er an amendment to the amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. McCURDY to 

the amendment offered by Mr. DICKINSON: 
In lieu of the dollar amount proposed to be 
inserted by the amendment, insert 
"$7,842, 700,000". 

In the section proposed to be inserted by 
the amendment, strike out all after "SEC. 
111." and insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing: 

MX MISSILE PROGRAM 
(a) LIMITATION ON FY86 PROCUREMENT 

F'uNDS FOR THE MX MISSILE PROGRAM.-Of 
the funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available in an appropriation law for fiscal 
year 1986 for procurement of missiles for 
the Air Force, not more than $921,000,000 
may be used for the MX missile program. 
Such funds may be used only for-

<1 > the acquisition of not more than eight 
basing of MX missiles; 

(2) the acquisition of systems support con
sistent with the deployment of not more 
than 40 MX missiles; and 

<3> maintenance of the production base 
for the MX missile program. 

(b) DEPLOYMENT OF MX MISSILES.-lt is 
the sense of Congress that the number of 
MX missiles deployed at any time should 
not exceed 40. 

(C) POLICY ON FuTURE MX MISSILE PRO
CUREMENT.-lt is the sense of Congress that 
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail
able for fiscal years after fiscal year 1985 
for procurement of missiles for the Air 
Force should not be used for procurement 
of MX missiles except for the acquisition of 
those additional missiles required for the 
operational test and evaluation program 
and the aging and surveillance program. 

Mr. McCURDY (during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma? 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, Mr. Chair
man, I reserve the right to object first 
to determine what the statement was 
or what the unanimous consent was. I 
did not hear it with the noise. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair would state that the request was 
to waive the reading of the amend
ment. 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, fur
ther reserving the right to object, 
under my reservation, I ask the gentle
man whether this is the Sense of the 
Congress resolution amendment, or is 
this the Mavroules amendment? 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman. If 
the gentleman would yield, this is the 
Sense of the Congress amendment 
which is germane to the Dickinson 
amendment. 

Mr. COURTER. So this is not the 
Mavroules amendment, but a Sense-of
the-Congress resolution? 

Mr. McCURDY. That is correct. 
Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

withdraw my reservation of objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Oklahoma 
CMr. McCuRDY] to the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. DICKINSON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced 
that the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

demand a recorded vote. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 233, noes 
184, not voting 16, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
As pin 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Blagg! 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 

[Roll No. 1671 
AYES-233 

Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Bustamante 
Carper 
Carr 
Clay 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Coll1ns 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 

Coughlin 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Dasch le 
de la Garza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
DioOuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart <OH> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 

English 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford<Mt> 
Ford<TN> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
GeJdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Gray <IL> 
Gray <PA> 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall <OH> 
Hamilton 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hopkins 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones<OK> 
KanJorski 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Leach <IA> 
Lehman<CA> 

Anderson 
Archer 
Armey 
Badham 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bevill 
Bilirakis 
Bllley 
Boner<TN> 
Boulter 
Breaux 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Burton <IN) 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Carney 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Daniel 

Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Levin <MI> 
Levine <CA> 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowry<WA> 
Luken 
Lundine 
MacKay 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McHugh 
McKeman 
McKinney 
Meyers 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller<CA> 
Miller<WA> 
Mineta 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Morrison <CT> 
Mrazek 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Panetta 
Pease 
Penny 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pickle 
Price 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 

NOES-184 

16099 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Slattery 
Smith<FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith <NJ> 
Sn owe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Young<MO> 
~chau 

Dannemeyer Hillis 
Darden Holt 
Daub Horton 
Davis Hubbard 
DeLay Huckaby 
De Wine Hunter 
Dickinson Hutto 
Doman <CA> Hyde 
Dowdy Ireland 
Dreier Jones <TN> 
Duncan Kasich 
Dyson Kemp 
Eckert <NY> Kindness 
Edwards <OK> Kolbe 
Emerson Kramer 
Erdreich Lagomarsino 
Fawell Latta 
Fiedler Leath <TX> 
Fields Lent 
Fish Lewis <CA> 
Franklin Lewis <FL> 
Fuqua Lightfoot 
Gallo Livingston 
Gekas Lloyd 
Gilman Lott 
Gingrich Lowery <CA> 
Goodling Lujan 
Gregg Lungren 
Grotberg Mack 
Hall, Ralph Madigan 
Hammerschmidt Martin <IL> 
Hansen Martin <NY> 
Hartnett McCain 
Hatcher McCandless 
Hendon McColl um 
Hiler McDade 
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McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan 
Michel 
Miller <OH> 
Molinari 
Monson 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morrison <WA> 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nielson 
O'Brien 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Porter 
Quillen 
Ray 
Regula 

Reid 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Robinson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Roth 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Rudd 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
SmithCNH> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snyder 

Spence 
Stange land 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Yatron 
YoungCAK> 
YoungCFL> 

NOT VOTING-16 
Addabbo 
Brown<CA> 
Flippo 
Hawkins 
Jeffords 
Loeffler 

Marlenee 
Mitchell 
Pepper 
Rangel 
Schumer 
Solomon 

D 1830 

Strang 
Torres 
Weber 
Wilson 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Addabbo for, with Mr. Loeffler 

against. 
Mr. Mitchell for, with Mr. Solomon 

against. 
Mr. Schumer for, with Mr. Weber against. 
Mr. Jeffords for, with Mr. Strang against. 
Mr. BONER of Tennessee changed 

his vote from "aye" to "no." 
Mr. McKINNEY changed his vote 

from "no" to "aye." 
So the amendment to the amend

ment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 

D 1840 
PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. 

DICKINSON 
Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer a preferential motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Preferential motion offered by Mr. DICK· 

INSON: Mr. Dickinson moves that the Com
mittee do now rise and report the bill back 
to the House with the recommendation that 
the enacting clause be stricken out. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. For 
what purpose does the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. AsPIN] rise? 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, could we 
have the preferential motion read 
again? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will re-report the preferential 
motion. 

<The Clerk reread the preferential 
motion.) 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Ai.abama [Mr. DICK· 
INSON] is recognized for 5 minutes in 
support of his pre.f erential motion. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, let 
me say that we have gotten into a par
liamentary labyrinth here that I think 

needs defining, and I wish I were fully 
capable of being sure I know where we 
are. However, I will try. 

The next vote occurs on the Courter 
perfecting amendment, which is iden
tical to my original amendment, 
which, as I understand it, means that 
the next vote will be on the Courter 
amendment, which is the original 
Dickinson amendment which says that 
there will be 50 missiles, that after we 
have 50 operational missiles, meaning 
that there are 9 more to be built, and 
then we will simply build no more 
operational missiles, just test missiles, 
until such time as we decide we are 
going to terminate that or else the So
viets leave the bargaining table, and 
then we can make the d~cision at that 
time whether or not to go back into 
production. 

So this is to enable the Government 
to build one squadron, which is half of 
what we asked, 50 missiles. 

Now, that is the Courter amendment 
which, through the parliamentary 
process, started out as the Dickinson 
amendment, and now it is the Courter 
amendment. So if Members want an 
up-or-down vote on whether or not we 
have 50 missiles, this is the time and 
this is the amendment. 

Now, having said that, there are two 
other branches to the tree that can 
come later to ultimately get back to 
the Dickinson amendment again. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON. I am glad to yield 
to my chairman. If I said anything 
wrong, he can correct me. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman's yielding. 

I think the situation as the gentle
man from Alabama stated it. Basically, 
we are dealing with two amendments. 
We are dealing with the Dickinson 
amendment and the Mavroules 
amendment dealing with two amend
ments. We are dealing with the Dick
inson amendment and the Mavroules 
amendment, and we are dealing with 
which amendment comes first and 
which amendment comes second, what 
order they are in. 

We will vote last on the Mavroules 
amendment, which is the 40-missile 
cap. We are now voting on the Dickin
son amendment, which is the 50-mis
sile cap, and we may vote on each of 
these one more time before we are fin
ished working our way down the tree. 

Mr. Chairman, the way the gentle
man explained it is correct. The vote 
now is on the Courter amendment, 
which is no different than the Dickin
son amendment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. And that is for 
the 50 missiles, no more. The rest of it 
will be test missiles. This is the agreed 
position of the administration, it is 
what the Senate has passed, and I am 
asking the House to agree to it. I am 
asking for an affirmative vote on the 
amendment. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the preferential motion. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
AsPIN] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASPIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, let 
me ask whether it is the intention of 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
DICKINSON] to withdraw his preferen
tial motion. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, yes, it is. I 
am not going to ask for a rollcall vote 
on the preferential motion. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to withdraw 
my preferential motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the perfecting amendment off erect by 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
COURTER] to the amendment off erect 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MAVROULES] as a substitute for 
the amendment off erect by the gentle
man from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON], 
as amended. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced 
that the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

demand a recorded vote. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 182, noes 
234, not voting 17, as follows: 

Anderson 
Archer 
Armey 
Badham 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bevlll 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boner CTN> 
Boulter 
Breaux 
Broomfield 
Brown CCO> 
Broyhill 
Burton <IN> 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Camey 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Courter 

CRoll No. 1681 
AYES-182 

Craig Hansen 
Crane Hartnett 
Daniel Hatcher 
Dannemeyer Hendon 
Darden Hiler 
Daub Hlllis 
Davis Holt 
DeLay Hubbard 
De Wine Huckaby 
Dickinson Hunter 
Doman <CA> Hutto 
Dowdy Hyde 
Dreier Ireland 
Duncan Jones <TN> 
Eckert <NY> Kasich 
Edwards <OK> Kemp 
Emerson Kindness 
Erdreich Kolbe 
Fawell Kramer 
Fiedler Lagomarsino 
Fields Latta 
Fish Leath <TX> 
Franklin Lent 
Frenzel Lewis <CA> 
Fuqua Lewis <FL> 
Gallo Lightfoot 
Gekas Livingston 
Gilman Lloyd 
Gingrich Lott 
Gregg Lowery <CA> 
Grotberg Lujan 
Hall, Ralph Lungren 
Hammerschmidt Mack 
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Madigan 
Martin <IL> 
Martin<NY> 
McCain 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan 
Michel 
Miller <OH> 
Molinari 
Monson 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morrison <WA> 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nielson 
O'Brien 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parris 
Pashayan 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
.Aapin 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Biaggt 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonior<MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Bustamante 
Carper 
Carr 
Clay 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daschle 
de la Garza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan<ND> 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart<OH> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
English 
Evans <IA> 

Porter 
Quillen 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Robinson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Roth 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Rudd 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
SilJander 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith<NH> 
Smith, Denny 

NOF.S-234 
Evans<IL> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Ford<TN> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frost 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
OeJdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Gray <IL> 
Gray<PA> 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall <OH> 
Hamilton 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones<NC> 
Jones<OK> 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeler 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Leach <IA> 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Levin <MI> 
Levine <CA> 
Llpinakl 
Long 
Lowry<WA> 
Luken 
Lundine 
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Smith, Robert 
Snyder 
Spence 
Stange land 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 

Mac Kay 
Manton 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McHugh 
McKernan 
McKinney 
Meyers 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Miller<WA> 
Mine ta 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Morrison <CT> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Panetta 
Pease 
Penny 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pickle 
Price 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rose 
Rostenkowskl 
Roukema 
Roybal 
RUBBO 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schnelder 
Schroeder 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Slattery 
Smith<FL> 
Smlth<IA> 
Smith<NE> 

Smith <NJ> 
Sn owe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 

Tauke 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traflcant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 

Weiss 
Wheat 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Young<MO> 
Zschau 

NOT VOTING-17 
Addabbo 
Brown<CA> 
Dyson 
Flippo 
Hawkins 
Jeffords 

Loeffler 
Marlenee 
Martinez 
Mitchell 
Pepper 
Rangel 

0 1900 

Schumer 
Solomon 
Strang 
Torres 
Wilson 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. LoEFFLER for, with Mr. ADDABBO 

against. 
Mr. MARLENEE for, with Mr. ScHUMER 

against. 
Mr. SOLOMON for, with Mr. MITCHELL 

against. 
Mr. STRANG for, with Mr. JEFFORDS against. 

Mr. YATRON changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea.'' 

So the perfecting amendment to the 
amendment offered as a substitute for 
the amendment, as amended, was re
jected. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts 
CMr. MAVROULES] as a substitute for 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] 
as amended. 

The amendment offered as a substi
tute for the amendment, as amended, 
was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Alabama CMr. 
DICKINSON] as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore CMr. 
DYlllALLY] having assumed the chair, 
Mr. Russo, Chairman pro tempore of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under 
consideration the bill CH.R. 1872> to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 1986 for the Armed Forces for 
procurement, for research, develop
ment, test, and evaluation, for oper
ation and maintenance, and for work
ing capital funds, to prescribe person
nel strengths for such fiscal year for 
the Armed Forces, and for other pur
poses, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
to include extraneous matter, on the 
bill, H.R. 1872. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
<Mr. KLECZKA asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.> 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I was 
unavoidably absent from the House 
proceedings earlier today due to a 
death in my family. Had I been 
present, I would have voted as follows: 

"Present" on Rollcall No. 161; 
"No" on Rollcall No. 162; 
"Yes" on Rollcall No. 163; 
"Yes" on Rollcall No. 164; and 
"Yes" on Rollcall No. 165. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. COBEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
to include therein extraneous materi
al, on the subject of the special order 
today by the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. SNYDER]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Speaker, on the 

rollcall in which the Bennett amend
ment was defeated, I was unavoidably 
detained outside the Chamber because 
the rollcall notification system in the 
Cannon Caucus Room was inoperative, 
and I missed that rollcall. 

Mr. Speaker, had I been present, I 
would have voted "no." 

POPULATION GROWTH-A 
GLOBAL CRISIS 

<Mr. SCHEUER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, we 
have all been galvanized by the dra
matic and horrifying events of the 
hostage situation and the terrorist 
takeover of that TWA flight. Instanta
neous events of this kind tend to grab 
us. They dominate the television 
screens, while sometimes underlying 
events, inexorable events that are 
taking place globally, escape our atten
tion. 
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As we begin to prepare to take on 

the foreign aid bill this year, Mr. 
Speaker, I hope we will keep in mind 
the massive population increase that is 
taking place around the world and the 
impact that growth has on global secu
rity, on global tension, and on global 
violence. 

A high Government agency recently 
completed a study of the international 
security implications of global popula
tion growth and it concluded that pop
ulation growth of explosive character
istics taking place in Asia, Africa, and 
Latin America, will produce such in
stability, such violence, and the need 
for such strong countermeasures from 
government to maintain peace, that 
fragile democratic governments will 
find it increasingly difficult to survive. 
Furthermore, the study concluded 
that the harsh dictatorial govern
ments, both of the right and the left, 
will fill the gap as the democratic gov
ernments fail to cope with the desper
ate population pressures, the instabil
ity, the chaos, and the violence. 

The report suggested that violence 
could occur in Mexico and force would 
be needed to stop massive migration 
from rural areas into the capital, 
Mexico City. 

Such migration into a city that is al
ready suffering the ill effects of over
population could result in a break
down of services such as police and 
fire protection, transportation sys
tems, and utilities. 

Latin and Central America, already 
suffering under high unemployment, 
will see the situation worsen during 
the next 15 years as the population of 
the region multiplies. Statistics show 
that the region must create 4 million 
new jobs in each remaining year of 
this century just to maintain its cur
rent pitiful rate of employment. It is 
unlikely that the region can be suc
cessful in producing that many new 
jobs when one considers that the U.S. 
economy, which is four times larger, 
even during the halcyon years of the 
1970's, never created more than 3.2 
million jobs in any given year. 

On a global scale, the estimates are 
more ominous. Between the years 1980 
and 2000, 700 million new jobs must be 
added in the developing nations of the 
world just to keep the unemployment 
and underemployment rates of those 
countries at the pitifully low level of 
40 percent. 

For the sake of the world and our 
own Nation, the United States cannot 
abandon its commitment to efforts to 
reduce the rate of population growth 
across the globe. 

The developing nations of the world 
need our assistance in this area and we 
have a responsibility to provide them 
with the means to plan their families 
and to pursue options to better their 
lives and their societies. 

AN UPDATE ON THE HIJACKING 
OF TWA FLIGHT 847 

<Mr. FASCELL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, yester
day, in response to the terrorist hi
jacking of TWA flight No. 847, Con
gressman MICA and I wrote the Secre
tary of State recommending that he 
immediately initiate an evaluation of 
security at international airports and 
consider issuing travel advisories to 
warn Americans of potentially danger
ous airports. 

I am pleased to note that the De
partment of State today announced 
the issuance of such a travel advisory 
with regard to the Athens Internation
al Airport were the TWA hijacking 
originated. 

I would also like to take this oppor
tunity to advise Members that they 
are invited to a closed State Depart
ment briefing on the TWA hijacking 
and hostage situation at 3:30 p.m. 
today, in room 2172, Rayburn House 
Office Building. 

The text of the letter to the Secre
tary of State follows: 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, 
Washington, DC, June 17, 1985. 

Hon. GEORGE P. SHULTZ, 
Secretary of State, Department of State, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: In the wake of the 

tragic hijacking of TWA 847 by Shiite ter
rorists, we would like to take this opportuni
ty to make the following recommendations 
with respect to the security of international 
airports and the proliferation of interna
tional terrorist incidents: 

1. You should call on the International 
Civil Aviation Organization <ICAO> to con
duct an immediate survey of current inter
national airport compliance of existing 
ICAO security standards. Such a survey 
should be conducted with the participation 
of the International Air Traffic and Federa
tion of Airline Pilots Associations <IATA 
and IFALPA>. Based on this survey, !CAO 
should declare a moratorium on the use of 
those international airports not in compli
ance with existing standards. 

2. In cooperation with the Federal Avia
tion Administration, the Department of 
State's Office of Security should conduct its 
own survey of international airport security. 
The purpose of the survey would be to 
evaluate the level of compliance of interna
tional airports with FAA minimum security 
standards. Those airports failing to comply 
with these standards should be boycotted by 
American flag carriers and U.S. airports 
should refuse landing rights to foreign flag 
carriers whose countries fail to comply. 

3. Those countries whose airports do not 
meet ICAO and/or FAA minimum safety 
standards should be encouraged to actively 
participate in the State Department's Anti
Terrorism Airport Security Program. 

4. The United States should seek to re
negotiate existing anti-aircraft hijacking 
treaties to strengthen enforcement proce
dures including a provision creating an 
international sky-marshall program. 

5. Finally, those countries who do not take 
the necessary steps to meet minimum secu-

rity standards should be faced with the 
prospect of the issuance of travel advisories 
and/or the withholding of U.S. foreign as
sistance. 

We would welcome your comments on 
these proposals and stand ready to continue 
to our cooperation in the field of combat
ting international terrorism. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely yours, 

DANTE B. FASCELL, 
Chairman, Commit

tee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

DAN MICA, 
Chairman, Subcom

mittee on Interna
tional Operations. 

0 1910 

LEAD BAN AFFECTS 
AGRICULTURE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MADIGAN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, on 
March 4, 1985, the Environmental Pro
tection Agency CEPAJ issued final reg
ulations to reduce the permissible 
amount of lead in gasoline by 90 per
cent by January l, 1986. The new 
standard will limit the lead content of 
gasoline in two stages. The first stage 
is a reduction to 0.5 grams per leaded 
gallon required on July l, 1985. The 
second stage is a reduction to 0.1 
grams/gallon to be accomplished on 
January l, 1986. The current lead 
standard is 1.1 grams/gallon. This new 
timetable speeds up EPA's efforts to 
ban lead in gasoline by 7 years. The 
target date for a total ban on lead in 
gasoline is now sometime in 1988. 

The Environmental Protection 
Agency cites two reasons for stepping 
up the lead ban. The first is their evi
dence that gasoline is a major contrib
utor to lead exposure. The second is 
their unsuccessful efforts to reduce 
fuel switching. Unfortunately, they 
have not taken the needs and concerns 
of the farm and ranch community into 
consideration. 

The agency asserts that reduced 
levels of lead in gasoline will not 
damage engines designed for leaded 
gasoline. However, most of the studies 
on which EPA bases this conclusion 
were done on car engines and were 
generally not under heavy loads or at 
high RPM's. No tests have been done 
on agriculture engines under typical 
conditions found on the farm. A test 
conducted by the Society of Auto En
gineeers found that the use of lead
free gasoline in engines designed to 
bum leaded fuel resulted in valve 
system wear 10 to 20 times greater 
than did leaded fuel. If this evidence is 
correct, agriculture producers could be 
forced to suffer equipment break
downs during critical harvest and 
planting, and be faced with millions of 
dollars of repair and replacement costs 
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at a time when they can least afford 
it. 

In addition, the agency has underes
timated the number of engines still in 
use on the farm with hardened valve 
seats that were designed for use with 
leaded gasoline. These engines need 
the lubrication that lead provides. 
Deere and Co. estimates that there are 
2 million pre-1970 tractors still in use 
on the farm. And results of a survey 
underway by the American Farm 
Bureau indicate that the average farm 
has 10 engines still in use that require 
leaded gasoline. Estimates of the cost 
to replace this older equipment aver
age over $90,000 per farm. At a time 
when our Nation's farmers and ranch
ers are already suffering from low 
commodity prices, high interest rates, 
and high production costs, EPA is only 
adding salt to the wounds of agricul
ture. 

The Environmental Protection 
Agency must be made aware of the 
impact a total ban will have on agri
culture. I am introducing legislation 
today, along with a bipartisan group 
of agriculture committee members, to 
ensure that the agency takes into ac
count the backbone industry of the 
Nation before acting further. Our bill 
does not attempt to reverse the al
ready announced lead phasedown. 
However, it does include the following 
provisions: 

One, it requires the Environmental 
Protection Agency to conduct a study, 
in cooperation with the U.S. Depart
ment of Agriculture, to determine the 
effect of a lead ban on the agriculture 
industry. Their study must reflect 
work conditions, including payloads 
and RPM's, that are typical of those 
found on the farm. 

Two, EPA and USDA are required to 
publish their findings in the Federal 
Register not later than January l, 
1987. 

Three, EPA must conduct public 
hearings to gather reaction to their 
published findings. 

Four, they must submit a report to 
Congress by January 1, 1988, that in
cludes their recommendations on how 
to help the agriculture industry. 

Five, until this report and its recom
mendations are submitted to EPA is 
prevented from moving to ban lead 
from gasoline. 

Let me conclude by saying that I be
lieve that the Environmental Protec
tion Agency has some valid concerns 
regarding lead poisoning. But reputa
ble scientists, including Helen E. 
Kelly, M.P.H. with the American 
Council on Science and Health, insist 
that: 

The real culprit in childhood lead poison
ing remains. Old Lead-based paint will con
tinue to cause real harm to the health of 
children • • •. If the money to be spent 
complying with the new EPA regulation 
could instead be directed to a major effort 
to remove reservoirs of lead paint then the 

agency could indeed claim a great impact on 
the public health. 

I do not want agriculture's legiti
mate interests ignored or sacrificed. 
The potential injury to agriculture is 
great enough that we must hold EPA 
accountable. Again, we are not asking 
that the clock be turned back and lead 
levels raised. The rule already final
ized reduces lead in gasoline from 
present levels by fully 90 percent. Our 
effort will be to determine if there is 
going to be damage to the agriculture 
economy, and if so, to find a way to 
mitigate it.e 

MORE AND MORE CHILDREN OF 
AMERICA ARE LIVING IN POV
ERTY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Ohio CMr. PEASE] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, call me a 
"bleeding heart" if you must, but I 
grow more concerned by the day about 
what is happening to the children of 
America. 

More and more of them live in pov
erty-with all that means for deterio
rating health, hunger, dropping out of 
school, teenage pregnancy, and so on 
and on. 

One of the latest reports, from the 
Children's Defense Fund, is especially 
depressing. According to the group's 
careful study: 

One out of every five American children 
under 18 lives in poverty. 

It's even worse for the youngest chidren. 
One out of four lives in poverty. 

White households headed by women 
under the age of 25 have a poverty rate of 
72 percent-almost three out of every four. 

Black children in single-parent families 
headed by women have a poverty rate of 85 
percent. 

Between 1979 and 1983 there was a 63 per
cent increase in poverty among children in 
white, two-parent families. 

Of the children in poverty, 18 percent live 
in families where at least one parent has a 
full-time job. 

To me, these are powerfully disturb
ing statistics. And they come not only 
from the Children's Defense Fund, but 
from the Census Bureau, the Congres
sional Research Service, and several 
other research groups. The facts are 
irrefutable. 

What is Congress doing in response? 
Virtually nothing. That's what is 

most disturbing of all. 
About all Congress does is to com

mission studies, hold hearings to spot
light the problem, and try to avoid 
further cuts to the Federal programs 
originally designed to reduce poverty. 

As thousands more children slide 
into poverty every week, Congress es
sentailly does nothing. 

Why? 
For basically three reasons: 
First, the Reagan administration's 

implacable opposition to federally 
funded solutions. For every Federal 

program which has operated in the 
past, is operating now, or might oper
ate in the future, the Reagan adminis
tration expresses disdain. Administra
tion officials say that the program 
can't work or that the private sector 
should handle the problem or it's a 
State responsibility or the same re
sults can be achieved with less money 
or we can't afford the program or that 
the real key is not programs but op
portunity or all of the above. 

It's tough-very tough to get a pro
gram through Congress over the active 
opposition of the President. 

Second, the perceived indifference of 
the public to the plight of the poor. I 
say perceived because it's hard to 
gauge what's on the minds of millions 
of citizens. But perceptions are often 
what Congress operates on. From 
polls, from newspaper editorials, from 
letters and conversations, from the re
sults of the 1980 and 1984 Presidential 
elections, Congressmen have the per
ception that voters who aren't poor 
don't want their tax dollars spent on 
programs for families who are poor. 

That perception is a powerful deter
rent to effective action in a represent
ative democracy like ours. 

Third, the enormous Federal deficits 
which plague our Nation. With fiscal 
red ink overflowing to the tune of $200 
billion per year, it seems almost irre
sponsible to advocate increased spend
ing even when that spending would ad
dress a severe, acknowledged problem. 
Failure to curb Federal deficits could 
trigger another major recession which 
would plunge additional millions of 
children and their parents into pover
ty. 

And so, Congress is paralyzed into 
"benign neglect." 

Except that the neglect is not 
benign. Children suffer in increased 
numbers. The poverty rate for chil
dren, which started out at 27 percent 
in 1960 and dropped to 14 percent 
during the war-on-poverty years of the 
late 1960's, is back up to over 21 per
cent. 

Children are the future of our coun
try. Common sense ought to tell us it's 
a mistake to consign nearly a fourth of 
them to a life of poverty. 

THE SQUARE DANCE: A GREAT 
AMERICAN TRADITION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California CMr. PANETTA] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I am 
introducing legislation today with 
Representatives NORMAN MINETA and 
64 of our colleagues to designate the 
square dance as the national folk 
dance for 1985 and 1986. 

Similar legislation to permanently 
designate the square dance as the na
tional folk dance of the United States 
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was adopted by the Senate in the last 
Congress. Unfortunately, the House 
Post Office and Civil Service Subcom
mittee on Census and Population did 
not approve the House measure before 
the end of the 98th Congress. While 
our resolution is temporary in nature, 
I believe it provides important recogni
tion of a great American tradition. 
Today, there are more than 8,500 
square dance clubs throughout the 
United States with more than 6 mil
lion dancers-in addition to the mil
lions of school children who partici
pate in square dancing on a daily basis 
in their schools. No other folk dance 
has this broad appeal or represents 
such an amalgamation of various folk 
dance traditions. 

A similar resolution <Public Law 97-
188> was adopted by the 97th Congress 
designating the square dance as the 
national folk dance for 1982 and 1983. 
The square dance continues to thrive 
across the country and deserves the 
recognition that this commemorative 
resolution would provide. I urge my 
colleagues to join with me and the 
more than 60 original cosponsors of 
this resolution in recognizing this 
great American tradition. The text of 
the resolution follows: 

H.J. RES.-

Joint resolution designating the square 
dance as the national folk dance of the 
United States for 1985 and 1986 
Whereas square dancing has been a popu

lar tradition in America since early colonial 
days; 

Whereas square dancing has attained a re
vered status as part of the folklore of this 
country; 

Whereas square dancing is a joyful ex
pression of the vibrant spirit of the people 
of the United States; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
value the display of etiquette among men 
and women which is a major element of 
square dancing; 

Whereas square dancing is a traditional 
form of family recreation which symbolizes 
a basic strength of this country, namely, the 
unity of the family; 

Whereas square dancing epitomizes de
mocracy because it dissolves arbitrary social 
distinctions; 

Whereas square dancing is the American 
folk dance which is called, cued, or prompt
ed to the dancers, and includes squares, 
rounds, contras, clogging, line, and heritage 
dances; and 

Whereas it is fitting that the square dance 
be added to the array of symbols of our na
tional character and pride: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled. That the square 
dance is designated as the national folk 
dance of the United States of America for 
1985 and 1986. 

LIST OF COSPONSORS 

Mr. Mineta, Mr. Whitten, Mr. Brooks, Mr. 
Flippo, Mr. Montgomery, Mr. O'Brien, Mr. 
Tallon, Mr. Daniel, Mr. Stenholm, Mr. 
Shaw, Mr. Gilman, Mrs. Holt, Mr. Erdreich, 
Mr. Vander Jagt, Mr. Chappell, Mr. Moor
head, Mr. Hutto, Mr. Kostmayer, Mr. Sund
quist, Mr. Snyder. 

Mr. Campbell, Mr. Daschle, Mr. Dymally, 
Mr. Gunderson, Mr. Hefner, Mr. Jenkins, 
Mr. Martin, Mr. Sunia, Mr. Wortley, Mrs. 
Burton, Mr. Carper, Mr. Robert Young 
<Mo), Mr. Rodino, Mr. Bevill, Mr. Wolpe, 
Mr. McDade, Mr. Kastenmeier, Mr. Ed 
Jones, Mr. Barnes, Mr. Sabo. 

Mr. Levin, Mr. Taxler, Mr. Dowdy, Mr. 
Chappie, Mr. Coelho, Mr. Cooper, Mr. 
Moakley, Mr. Tauke, Mr. Dyson, Mr. Torri
celli, Mr. Lantos, Mr. Taylor, Mr. Wirth, Mr. 
Russo, Mr. Frank, Mr. Emerson, Mr. Lago
marsino. 

Mrs. Boxer, Mr. Larry Craig, Mr. Dwyer, 
Mr. C.W. Bill Young, Mr. Jeffords, Mr. 
McEwen, Mr. Fazio, Mr. Nielson.e 

ANDREI SAKHAROV AND 
YELENA BONNER 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Massachusetts CMr. 
FRANK] is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
special order taken out by myself and 
my colleague from New York CMr. 
GILMAN] after consultation of a very 
discouraging and frightening sort, 
with the family of Andrei Sakharov 
and Yelena Bonner. 

Andrei Sakharov and Yelena Bonner 
are among the most prominent victims 
of Soviet oppression. Sadly, they are 
not wholly unique in the extent to 
which they have been oppressed; there 
are others who suffered even more, 
but the maltreatment that has been 
imposed on Andrei Sakharov and 
Yelena Bonner, coupled with the ill 
health that has plagued them both, 
and given the fact that he is a man of 
enormous distinction makes it a par
ticularly noteworthy case because it 
shows that the Soviets' tragic disre
gard for basic human rights really 
cannot be bounded by ill healths of 
those who have been victimized, by 
the eminence or past services to the 
Soviet Union of men like Sakharov, 
and we are particularly concerned now 
because there is very real reason to 
fear for the health and safety of 
either or both of these very brave 
people. 

Simply put, there has been no veri
fied communication with either 
Andrei Sakharov or Yelena Bonner, no 
verified communication for some 
months. Mail has been tampered with; 
the family has been left frightened 
and very uncertain as to the health 
and safety of these two very brave 
people. 

The apartment they had been occu
pying we think may no longer be occu
pied. Mail, as I said, has been tam
pered with; a postcard that was sent in 
early April was altered to make it look 
like it had been sent much later, and 
there has not been for several months 
any legitimate communication. 

We worry a great deal, and one of 
our purposes today is to implore the 
Soviet Union. For many of us who rec
ognize that there are, between our two 
countries, areas of agreement that 

should allow us to coexist, we want to 
implore the Soviet Union to allow to 
the family some communication so 
that they can hopefully learn that 
Yelena Bonner and Andrei Sakharov 
are still alive and in good health; but 
if the terrible facts are that that may 
not be the case, at least the families 
would learn that. 

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
my good friend from Maryland, such 
time as he may consume. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
join my colleagues on the floor to 
speak out against the persecution of 
Dr. Andrei Sakharov and Yelena 
Bonner. I would like to associate 
myself with the eloquent remarks of 
my distinguished colleagues, Rep. BEN 
GILMAN and Rep. BARNEY FRANK. I 
also thank my good friends for taking 
this time so that other Members could 
speak out on the human rights policies 
of the Soviet Union. I commend my 
colleagues for organizing this special 
order. Their involvement has been not 
just today but throughout their ca
reers. It is a tribute to our Nation and 
to our democracy that so many come 
on the floor today in a spirit of unity 
and solidarity to focus upon the desire 
to help in any way we can to change 
the plight of so many individuals in 
the Soviet Union. 

Mr. Speaker, in focusing on the 
present plight of Dr. Andrei Sakharov 
and Yelena Bonner we hope to im
press upon the Soviet Union's leaders, 
indeed the world community, that we 
are deeply concerned and that we have 
an obligation to raise our voices. We 
must denounce the forced surrender of 
basic human rights to the arbitrary 
will of a repressive government. We 
must intensify our efforts to demand 
that the Soviet Government account 
for its behavior. 

One ongoing forum which provides 
us with the opportunity to present our 
concerns to the Soviets and East Euro
pean nations is the Helsinki process 
which was initiated in 1975, when 35 
heads of state signed the Helsinki 
Final Act. The Final Act is a 40,000 
word document covering nearly every 
aspect of East-West relations, includ
ing military security, trade and eco
nomic cooperation, human rights and 
cooperation in the humanitarian 
fields. The Final Act called for period
ic conferences of the 35 nations to 
review Helsinki compliance and to dis
cuss new measures to enhance Eu
ropean cooperation and security. Be
tween the main review conferences, 
various smaller meetings on special
ized topics have been and will be held. 

One such meeting is the human 
rights experts meeting which conclud
ed last night at approximately 8:30 
p.m. in Ottawa. The human rights ex
perts meeting was originally proposed 
by the United States and Canada as a 
forum to discuss human rights issues 
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with the goal of improving implemen
tation of the Final Act's human rights 
provisions. The meeting was also seen 
as an opportunity to achieve a greater 
understanding of each State's attitude 
towards human rights. The 6 week 
conference was mandated to discuss 
"questions concerning respect, in their 
States, for human rights and funda
mental freedoms, in all their aspects, 
as embodied in the Final Act." 

On May 15, 1985, Ambassador 
Schifter, who headed the U.S. delega
tion, described the dilemma of Dr. 
Andrei Sakharov and Yelena Bonner 
before the Ottawa Conference: 

In January 1980, following his criticism of 
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, Dr. Sak
harov was stripped of his state honors, and 
without benefit of trial, forcibly banished to 
internal exile in the closed city of Gorky. 
On May 2, 1984, he embarked on a hunger 
strike to protest Soviet refusal to permit his 
wife, Yelena Bonner, to travel abroad for 
urgently needed medical care. He was subse
quently abducted by Soviet authorities on 
or about May 7, hospitalized, force-fed and 
may have been treated with psychotropic 
drugs. Since his release sometime in Sep
tember, he and Yelena Bonner have been 
kept under virtual house arrest. Their tele
phone is disconnected, they cannot meet 
with their family and the small trickle of 
correspondence permitted them is heavily 
censored and devoid of content. 

Clearly Dr. Sakharov and Yelena 
Bonner have been deprived of their 
human rights. They have been denied 
freedom of expression and have been 
isolated because of their political be
liefs. As individuals committed to the 
human rights cause throughout their 
lives, Dr. Sakharov and Yelena Bonner 
deserve our support and, indeed, the 
support of the global community. 

In his book, "Progress, Coexistence 
and Intellectual Freedom," Dr. Sak
harov explains that: 
... Intellectual freedom is essential to 

human society-freedom to obtain and dis
tribute information, freedom for open
minded and unfearing debate and freedom 
from pressure by officialdom and preju
dices. Such a trinity of freedom of thought 
is the only guarantee against the infection 
of people by mass myths, which, in the 
hands of treacherous hypocrites and dema
gogues, can be transformed into bloody dic
tatorship. 

The freedoms Dr. Sakharov extols 
are those which are guaranteed by the 
Helsinki Final Act, to which the Soviet 
Union is a signatory. Article VII of the 
accords specifically ensures freedom of 
thought, opinion and expression. 
Today, the Soviet Union continues to 
disregard the standards set forth in 
the Helsinki Final Act and to trample 
upon the political and civil freedoms 
of its citizens. Over the past few years, 
hundreds of prisoners of conscience 
have been silenced and isolated in the 
Gulag and elsewhere. Emigration has 
been effectively brought to a halt. Hel
sinki monitors are repressed within 
the Soviet Union and denied funda
mental freedoms. In 1984 alone, there 
were at least 130 arrests of Soviet 

human rights activists-4 of whom re
ceived prison terms of an average of 3 
years. 

Mr. Speaker, just last Friday, step
children of Andrei D. Sakharov held a 
press conference in Ottawa at which 
they stated that they believe that 
their stepfather has disappeared from 
his apartment in Gorky, the city to 
which he was arbitrarily exiled in 
1984, they fear that he may be dead. 
Although the conference in Ottawa 
has come to an end, the efforts of the 
Helsinki Commission and of my col
leagues to bring to the attention of 
the world the persecution of dissi
dents, the denial of religious freedom, 
and the repression of national minori
ties by the Soviet Government, shall 
continue. The plight of Dr. Sakharov 
is not an isolated example. It epito
mizes the Soviet Union's disregard for 
the human freedoms and moral stand
ards which guide relations among the 
States set forth at Helsinki in 1975. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
learned colleagues for bringing this 
important issue to the floor today. 
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Mr. FRANK. I thank the gentleman 

from Maryland whose work on the 
Helsinki Commission has been so im
portant. 

I am going to yield, in a minute, to 
my friend, the gentleman from New 
York, but I just want to lay out the 
facts that have caused a great chill of 
fear to descend on those who know 
and love as relatives and friends 
Andrei Sakharov and Yelena Bonner 
and the much wider circle of those of 
us who respect them and who admire 
their willingness to endure a terrible 
martyrdom for their basic ideals. 

Fellow academicians and others have 
courageously visited Sakharov and 
Bonner. The last visit was in late Feb
ruary. In mid-April, the family, which 
lives in Massachusetts, received a card 
which appeared to be authentic. But 
then a couple of weeks later they re
ceived a card which originally ap
peared to have been sent late in April 
but, on examination, almost certainly 
now was sent by Sakharov and Bonner 
on the 1st of April and was altered to 
make it appear as it it were sent 3 
weeks later. Birthday presents were 
sent to Gorky, to Sakharov, in time 
for his May 21 birthday. There were 
separate gifts, and they were returned 
in one package, in the handwriting of 
Yelena Bonner, Andrei Sakharov's 
wife, unopened. 

The fear of the family is that by re
turning Andrei Sakharov's birthday 
presents unopened, Yelena Bonner 
was signaling either that she no longer 
has access to Andrei Sakharov or that 
he may be dead or that he may be ter
ribly ill. It is a sad example of the un
willingness of the Soviet Union to give 
in to the basic demands of humanity 
that we have been reduced, we are not 

at this point arguing for Andrei Sak
harov and Yelena Bonner's freedom, 
which ought to be such an easy thing 
for them to have, at this point we are 
simply asking the Soviet Union: let 
there be some method of communica
tion, let this man's family know if he 
is alive or dead, if he is desperately ill 
or not. That is the point to which we 
have been reduced. His family cannot 
even know and is forced to guess, like 
this was some arcane puzzle, of the 
whereabouts and the health and the 
very continued life of this man. It 
cannot be in the interests of the 
Soviet Union to behave in such a fash
ion. 

0 1930 
I yield to the very able gentleman 

from New York who has such a long 
record in this, and who I must say has 
a reputation for support and for de
fense so that when Alexei Semanov, 
the son of Yelena Bonner had this 
fear that the mail had been tampered 
with, one of the people he most 
wanted to talk to, because of his repu
tation in this area, was the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. GILMAN]. 

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank our colleague, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
Mr. FRANK, for taking this time for us 
today to discuss recent events sur
rounding the serious situation of 
Soviet scientist Andrei Sakharov, and 
his wife, Yelena Bonner, and I thank 
the gentleman from Maryland, Mr. 
HOYER, for his kind words of support. 
It is especially timely in light of the 
recently concluded human rights talks 
in Ottawa, which I was pleased to have 
participated in earlier this week. A 
conference which reviewed the process 
of human rights under the Helsinki 
accords. 

A member of the prestigious Soviet 
Academy of Sciences and 1975 Nobel 
Peace Prize winner, Andrei Sakharov 
was sentenced to 5 years internal exile 
in the closed city of Gorky without 
ever having been tried on any charges. 
His 5-year term expired earlier this 
year, yet Soviet authorities have not 
allowed him his freedom, and indeed, 
we are uncertain to this day as to his 
whereabouts and those of his ailing 
wife, Yelena Bonner. 

On several occasions, Andrei Sak
harov has undergone hunger strikes in 
an attempt to focus attention on the 
need for his wife to undergo medical 
treatment in the West. Nearly blind, 
Dr. Bonner's health has deteriorated 
markedly in recent years, yet during 
Dr. Sakharov's term in exile she per
served in maintaining lines of commu
nication with family and friends. How
ever, she too was sent into internal 
exile for 5 years, and since that time 
communication has decreased. The 
last known personal contact with Drs. 
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Sakharov and Bonner came in Febru
ary, when two Soviet scientists were 
allowed to visit them. Written corre
spondence can only be legitimately 
traced back to mid-April, since recent
ly it has been disclosed by members of 
the family in this country that post
cards sent have been tampered with by 
the KGB. A master graphologist has 
concluded that the date on a postcard, 
as well as other alterations, have been 
made so as to obscure the Sakharov's 
daily routine and condition. Reports, 
however sketchy, imply that they 
have been moved from their apart
ment in Gorky; whether they are to
gether or separated we do not know. 

As a member of the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee, I have been 
involved for quite some time with an 
investigation into Soviet disruption of 
mail sent to the citizens of the Soviet 
Union. We have identified thousands 
of exhibits in which letters and parcels 
were returned for no legitimate 
reason. We have known for a long 
time that the KGB has tampered with 
return receipts, yet this new develop
ment gives one pause. Our hopes earli
er this year were that a change in 
leadership in the Kremlin might bring 
about a softening of attitudes. Yet, de
spite our hopes, this year we have seen 
Soviet Jewish emigration continue to 
decline, with only 51 persons allowed 
to emigrate from the Soviet Union in 
May; we have witnessed the arrest and 
imprisonment of Soviet Jewish 
Hebrew teachers on fabricated 
charges; we have learned of increasing 
oppression of all religious activities, 
and we have seen proof that the KGB 
will go to any lengths to isolate human 
rights activists such as Dr. Sakharov 
and his wife. 

In an attempt to gain support for his 
wife, Dr. Sakharov tried to resign his 
position from the Soviet Academy of 
Sciences. He was refused, to the best 
of our knowledge, and new attempts at 
a hunger strike were responded to by 
hospitalization and forced feedings. As 
this grave situation continues to dete
riorate, it has become clear that Soviet 
authorities are committed to denying 
the couple any rights of communica
tion they had in previous months. 

It is imperative that Members of this 
body express their concern and anger 
over this new series of events. We 
must continue to correspond with the 
Sakharovs in a united expression of 
solidarity for their rights. I expect 
that in the near future there will be 
hearings arising from these forgeries 
in the Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee, as an adjunct to the hear
ings I mentioned earlier. We must also 
make known our strong feelings on 
this matter to all appropriate Soviet 
authorities. They must be aware that 
we will monitor this situation closely, 
and that our reactions will be based on 
their actions. We appeal to the Soviet 
Union to demonstrate their concern 

for the dignity of the individual by re
sponding to our concern for Dr. Sak
harov and his wife, Dr. Bonner. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding and 
again commend him for his commit
ment. 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New York for his 
participation and I now yield to the 
gentleman from New York CMr. Dro
GuARDI]. 

Mr. DroGUARDI. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join 
with my colleagues today in drawing 
attention to the fate of Andrei Sak
harov and his wife, Yelena Bonner. I 
would like to commend my distin
guished colleagues BEN GILMAN and 
BARNEY FRANK for organizing this spe
cial order so that we may voice our 
concerns over the Soviet Govern
ment's treatment of this brilliant, 
Nobel Prize-winning physicist. 

Never having been convicted of a 
crime, Andrei Sakharov has been 
exiled in Gorky for over 5 years now. 
As a last resort, seeking the individual 
freedoms that mean so much to us in 
the United States, Dr. Sakharov has 
endured the effects of a prolonged 
hunger strike in order to protest his 
situation. 

It is an outrage that the man whom 
the Nobel Peace Prize Committee 
called the conscience of humanity 
should be a victim of KGB terror. For 
over 15 years, Dr. Sakharov has 
spoken out against the ugly anti-Se
mitic policies of the U.S.S.R. He has 
decried the cultural genocide against 
Soviet Jews and has been a staunch 
def ender of the State of Israel. For 
doing all this, Dr. Sakharov has placed 
his life in constant danger. 

Recent developments indicate that 
the Soviets have isolated the Sakhar
ovs even further from those of us who 
are concerned by such violations of 
the Helsinki accords. There are re
ports that the Soviets have altered or 
banned mail from Dr. Sakharov to his 
family in the United States. Last week, 
the Washington Post reported that 
the Sakharovs may have been moved 
to another apartment in Gorky. These 
are apparent attempts to suppress any 
details concerning Dr. Sakharov's wel
fare from the West. 

I doubt that anyone in the West 
could argue successfully that the Sovi
ets have complied with international 
agreements containing provisions re
lated to human rights and emigration. 
The people of the free world have a 
moral obligation to address the con
sistent abuses of basic human rights 
by the Government of the Soviet 
Union. If the Soviets desire legitimacy 
in the world community, let them 
start by according to their citizens the 
opportunity to live free from such har
assment as Dr. Sakharov has experi
enced. 

It is imperative that this body send a 
signal to the Soviet Government that 
such actions are not to be tolerated by 
the international community. The 
conduct of the Soviet authorities in 
the Sakharov case, and so many others 
is reprehensible. It is my hope that 
our protest here on the floor of the 
House will be only one among many 
throughout the world so that the dep
rivation of civil liberties in the Soviet 
Union will be ended once and for all. I 
am grateful to have this opportunity 
to be heard on such a significant issue 
of our time. 
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Mr. FRANK. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, I would like at this 

point to note that we have been joined 
in this special order, and I will ask 
soon for consent for many others of 
our colleagues, but I want to particu
larly note that the chairman and rank
ing member of the House Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, the gentleman 
from Florida and the gentleman from 
Michigan have joined with us. 

I hope that the people who run the 
Soviet Union will take note of the wide 
range of Members who will have been 
joining in this special order on this 
very simple plea. At least-at least-let 
the family of Andrei Sakharov and 
Yelena Bonner know whether they 
live or die, what is the state of their 
health, where they are. At least allow 
them that most basic of all human 
rights-communication. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAYDOS. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is imperative 
that I state for the record that sitting 
here and listening to my good friends, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. FRANK] and the gentleman from 
New York CMr. GILMAN] and those 
who preceded them, that the principle 
involved should and does affect each 
Member of this House, and although 
they are not here today, and I use 
myself as an example, I am here for 
another purpose, but listening to the 
argument, the basic fairness of human 
rights, in such a manner and present
ed in such a good, unique way, based 
upon facts, nonemotional. I think it is 
persuasive to my colleagues. I wish we 
had more here to listen to this, and I 
hope that some of them are listening 
to the TV and the communications 
system we have in effect, because 
today it might be Sakharov and Mrs. 
Bonner; tomorrow it could be some
body else. 

The principle is there. It will never 
change. We can go back in history and 
find history repeating itself so many 
times. If you ignore, as an individual 
or a responsible government official, 
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the situation that is so basic, it is 
going to come back to haunt you. 

I would just hope that in the next 
special order, if it is necessary, that 
the notices go out and maybe some 
other Members who might not be too 
active in this area or this arena would 
be here to help make a salient point so 
that the world, through this record, 
would take cognizance of the unjustice 
that has occurred. 

Mr. FRANK. I thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. His words are very 
much appreciated. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to reiterate 
in very simple terms what we have 
here: Two very distinguished people, 
Andrei Sakharov in particular, a man 
who was a Nobel winner for efforts on 
behalf of the Soviet Union. He did not 
win the Nobel Prize for helping Nepal 
or Abu Dhabi. He won it as a Soviet 
citizen, as a servant of the Soviet 
state. 

For expressing views which would be 
commonplace in any open and demo
cratic society, Andrei Sakharov and 
Yelena Bonner find themselves on 
trial. They are convicted of a sentence 
which, in itself, violated Soviet law. 
They are then confined to an exile for 
longer than Soviet law allows, and now 
to compound the illegal and unjusti
fied and arbitrary treatment that 
these two now aging and ailing people 
have to sit by watch their families re
ceive altered mail, be shut off from 
any communication, and we have a sit
uation where the families literally 
cannot know today what the state is of 
their existence or their health. 

Again, we want to express to the 
Soviet Union the simple point that 
many of us here would like to see 
progress in arms reduction. We would 
like to see a reduction of tensions 
around the world. We hope the Soviet 
leadership will understand the rel
evance of the very simple human pleas 
that are being made on behalf of these 
two terribly mistreated, brave people. 
If the Soviet Union's new leadership is 
at all interested in fostering good rela
tions, can they not understand what a 
useful step it would be for them to 
show a little humanity in the case of 
Sakharov and Bonner, and many 
others similarly situated? It will cost 
them nothing. It will detract not one 
wit from their economic growth, from 
their military strength. It will enhance 
their world political position. No one is 
asking them to sacrifice. We are 
simply asking them for a little human
ity. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding? 

Mr. Speaker, I would congratulate 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
and the others who have participated, 
except that I do not think you want 

congratulations. You are here as a 
matter of deep conscience. 

I had prepared a statement that I 
was going to insert in the RECORD, but 
I called my wife and said I would just 
feel better about it if I said to her I 
would be home another 15 minutes 
later, so I could join personally in 
these expressions, if I could just join 
with you, pausing for a minute, won
dering where Andrei Sakharov and his 
wife, Yelena Bonner, are at this 
moment, and wondering what kind of 
a society it is when people inside and 
out of it do not even know if someone 
is alive or not, if somebody is healthy 
or very ill. 

I think we have to ask ourselves, and 
mainly the Soviet Union should ask 
itself, why Andrei Sakharov has 
become to be one of the best known 
names within the world. Why? I think 
clearly it is because Andrei Sakharov, 
both for the nobility of his deeds and 
the shame of his persecution, has 
come to embody the tragedy of thou
sands of Soviet prisoners of con
science. 

Sakharov the academician, decorat
ed with the highest honors the Soviet 
Union can bestow upon its scientists, 
now he is terrorized by that same gov
ernment, and it has been going on for 
years. As a member of the intelligen
tsia, he sheltered those spokesmen of 
justice who were less influential mem
bers of that society. 

What did he write? He wrote of the 
need for peaceful coexistence and un
derstanding between world powers. 
Here, today, we have debated again 
MX. Andrei Sakharov wrote of the 
need for disarmament. Those were his 
crime. 
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And another crime was that he 

spoke out against his own govern
ment's immoral invasion of Afghani
stan, a neutral Third World state, and 
5 years later it is the scene of one of 
the bloodiest and most inhumane 
wars. 

It is this call to conscience which led 
to the silencing of Andrei Sakharov. 
But I think what the Soviet Union is 
learning-although maybe it is not-is 
that they really have not silenced him 
because his message is now cast more 
broadly throughout the world than it 
ever was before. 

So this evening we record our con
tinuing concern for the welfare of 
Andrei Sakharov and his wife. They 
are people of compassion. They never 
will be forgotten by us. I think the 
gentleman from Massachusetts and 
others have stated it so eloquently: We 
intend to continue to speak out until 
we know where he is, until we know 
how he is, and until he is let free. 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan. And I 
thank the gentleman from New York. 
I should repeat that his reputation as 

a champion of human rights and as a 
thoughful def ender of the rights of 
people led the Sakharov family to ask 
that he be very directly involved in 
these efforts. 
• Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank my colleagues, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, Mr. FRANK, and 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. 
GILMAN, for calling this very impor
tant special order today. The contin
ued persecution of Nobel Prize Winner 
Andrei Sakharov and his wife, Dr. 
Yelena Bonner, calls into serious ques
tion the desire of the Soviet Union to 
be included in the community of civil
ized nations, and clearly raises doubts 
about their desire to comply with 
international agreements which they 
have voluntarily signed. 

The internal exile of Andrei Sak
harov to Gorky over 5 years ago, vio
lates the Soviet Union's own law and 
constitution. In addition, the refusal 
to allow his wife and he to travel 
abroad for medical attention violates 
the Helsinki accords, the U .N. Char
ter, and the U.N. Declaration on the 
Rights of Man. I suppose these viola
tions should come as no surprise to us, 
granted that the character of the 
Soviet regime has been marked by con
tinued repressions and brutalities 
against their own people and their 
neighbors. No one should soon forget 
the Soviet regime's conduct in the 
streets of Budapest and Prague and in 
the hills of Afghanistan. 

Still, the treatment of Andrei Sak
harov, an individual of world-wide 
renown, has touched the hearts and 
minds of all who share a concern for 
world liberty. From the earliest re
ports of their detention by the KGB, 
to recent reports on the possible re
moval of Dr. Sakharov and his wife 
from their Gorky apartment, Members 
of this House have raised their voices 
in protest. I know that I and several of 
my colleagues have had the opportuni
ty to meet with Soviet officials, both 
here and overseas, on the Sakharov 
case. In almost every instance, our 
conversations have been unproductive 
in securing the couples release. Still, I 
believe we have responsibility to speak 
out, to raise our objections clearly and 
consistently, and to let the Soviets 
know that the cause of Andrei Sak
harov and Yelena Bonnor is a cause 
that can never be silenced, and that it 
is a cause shared by Members of this 
House and by the American people.e 
e Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I find it 
unfortunate that it is necessary for my 
colleagues and me to once again rise in 
an effort to call attention to the con
tinuing plight of Andrei Sakharov and 
his wife Yelena Bonner. 

For over 5 years-the maximum time 
allowed for a citizen to be exiled ac
cording to Soviet law-Dr. Sakharov's 
tragic isolation has continued. Ignor
ing continued calls by the United 
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States and other countries and by nu
merous human rights organizations, 
the Soviet Government has refused 
time and again to allow this belea
guered couple to leave the Soviet 
Union. More than five times in the 
last several years Dr. Sakharov has 
submitted himself to the torture of a 
hunger strike in an effort to convince 
the Soviet Government to allow his 
wife to go abroad and receive medical 
treatments for the many ailments 
brought on and aggravated by their 
continuing incarceration. 

The time has come for the Soviets to 
realize that the persecution of this 
man can go on no longer. The plight 
of Sakharov is part of the chasm that 
has made successful arms control 
agreements impossible. As Sakharov 
himself said nearly 10 years ago, 
human rights is the first step toward 
achieving mutual understanding be
tween the superpowers. Today, the 
former national Soviet hero who 
helped develop nuclear weapons is 
being denied the very rights that he 
has shown are needed to control his 
creation. 

Some people say that by pushing for 
arms control, we are overlooking 
human rights violations; in fact, we 
seek arms control and reduction of 
tensions in part to further human 
rights in the Soviet Union. Andrei 
Sakharov proved this and he contin
ues to remind us of each day he is kept 
imprisoned. 

Andrei Sakharov is by profession a 
physicist. But his greater contribution 
to the world is the insight he has 
given to world peace and the need for 
universal human rights. He has ob
served that in a closed society where 
human rights are neither granted nor 
acknowledged, a society that does not 
provide for freedom of information, 
freedom of conscience, freedom of reli
gion and the freedom to travel and live 
in the country of one's choosing, inter
national trust and foreign understand
ing are impossible. 

Today, the reality of Soviet repres
sion and Communist tyranny repre
sents not a distant memory, but a 
living nightmare. Andrei Sakharov 
asks only for a visa so his ailing wife 
can get the medical treatment she 
needs. What he gets in response is an 
in-house arrest where he is held virtu
ally incommunicado so that today nei
ther his nor his wife's family know 
where he is, or even if he is alive. 

In the 98th Congress, this body and 
the Senate passed 13 independent res
olutions calling on the.Soviets to allow 
Sakharov and his wife protection, 
medical care, and freedom. It is my 
wish that the Soviets will soon see 
that by keeping the Sakharovs impris
oned, all they are doing is escalating 
the problem and the pressure. By free
ing the Sakharovs, the Soviets will 
lose nothing-they have only to gain a 
sense of humanity. 

I have already noted that is is unfor- As the world knows, Andrei Sak-
tunate that it is necessary for us to harov is a Soviet academician and bril
have this special order in behalf of liant physicist. He and his wife were 
Andrei Sakharov today. But until he among the elite of Soviet society and 
and wife are freed, it is vitally impor- were entitled to all the privileges that 
tant for Congress and the American go with that kind of status in the 
people to honor and remember this ex- U.S.S.R. But they chose principle over 
traordinary man, for in so doing we comfort and status, and began a battle 
recognize this indomitable human for human rights in the U.S.S.R. that 
spirit in the face of oppression and we resulted in the award of the Nobel 
reaffirm our own commitment to Peace Prize. This struggle also result
human rights.e ed in their being banished by the 
•Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, today I Soviet authorities to the industrial 
am pleased and honored to join my city of Gorky in 1980. For the past 5 
distinguished colleagues in the House years Sakharov and Bonner have en
to speak out for Nobel Laureate, Dr. dured a cruel, destructive, and illegal 
Andrei Sakharov. I wish to commend banishment that has damaged their 
our distinguished collegues, BARNEY health and caused them to engage in 
FRANK and BEN GILMAN, for their lead- hunger strikes as a means to force the 
ership in calling this special order. authorities to alter their treatment 

The Soviet Government's continued and isolation. 
abuse of Dr. Sakharov and his wife When we think about this valiant 
Yelena Bonner is morally indefensible couple, we need to remind ourselves 
and it cannot and must not go unno- that they are speaking for many thou
ticed. I am appalled over the recent re- sands of other Soviet citizens who 
ports that the Sakharovs have once suffer under that government. We 
again been forced to move to another honor Sakharov and Bonner and we 
apartment in Gorky, further isolating express our growing concern for their 
them from friends and family. well being and in doing this we also re-

Over a year ago we in Congress member the many others in the 
called upon the Soviet Union to allow U.S.S.R. who seek the right to speak, 
Yelena Bonner and Dr. Sakharov to to read, to practice their religion and 
emigrate to the West. Our request fell to emigrate.• 
on deaf ears. I find it incomprehensi- •Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
ble that the Soviets continue to deny pleased to add my voice to those of my 
the Sakharov's-and many others-the colleagues protesting the Soviet au
fundamental human rights of living thorities treatment of Nobel Prize 
where one chooses. Winner Andrei Sakharov and his wife, 

When the Soviet Government signed Yelena Bonner. I would like to com
the Helsinki Accords in 1975, it accept- mend my colleagues for organizing 
ed the solemn international obligation this special order so that there will be 
to its own citizens as well as to the rest no confusion regarding the House of 
of the world to respect human rights Representatives' commitment to 
and fundamental freedoms. Yet the Andrei Sakharov and other Jews in 
Soviet Government has failed to ob- the Soviet Union who are struggling to 
serve the international human rights regain their freedom. Many of us in 
obligations it has accepted, but instead the Congress had hoped that with the 
it continues to persecute Hebrew new leadership in the Kremlin we 
teachers, Christian and Jewish believ- would see an improvement in the situ
ers, and human rights activists, such ation in the Soviet Union. Unf ortu
as Anatoliy Shcharansky and Andrei nately, that dream, like the dreams of 
Sakharov. We must continue to the Jews in the Soviet Union, has not 
demand that the Soviets honor their become a reality. 
obligations. Mr. Speaker, the special order today 

The Sakharovs-people of great has been organized so that members 
courage, humanity, and dignity-de- 1 can express their concern about recent 
serve to be able to live where they events affecting Andrei Sakharov and 
choose, to think and speak as they Yelena Bonner. As many know, Andrei 
choose. Their continued harassment Sakharov is a world renowned mathe
and persecution demonstrates the matician and physicist who has been 
most heinous side of Soviet insensitiv- awarded a Nobel Prize for his work. 
ity to human rights.e But Andrei Sakharov is not only a 
e Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, Andrei man of the sciences but also a man of 
Sakharov and his wife Yelena Bonner the soul. 
are two eminently courageous individ- Before his exile, Andrei Sakharov 
uals and they stand today as nothing was an outspoken advocate for human 
less than historic figures in the ongo- rights. He himself did not seek to emi
ing, universal struggle for basic human grate though he sought that basic 
rights. The Sakharovs need and de- freedom for others. Andrei Sakharov 
serve every bit of honor and support only sought to be able to travel like 
that we can give them, and I congratu- any other scientist would, and to share 
late my colleagues, BARNEY FRANK and his knowledge and exchange ideas 
BEN GILMAN, for taking this time with other scientists. But his voice was 
today. another one the Soviet Union sought 
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to silence. Andrei Sakharov was exiled, 
without trial, to Gorki, cut off from 
his colleagues and from the outside 
world. Andrei Sakharov has been in 
exile for five years. His wife, Yelena 
Bonner, has been exiled with him for 
over a year. 

We in the Congress are especially 
alarmed about the status of the Sak
harovs due to recent reports that the 
Sakharovs have been moved to a dif
ferent apartment and that their mail 
from the west is being tampered with. 
There does not appear to be anyone 
living in the apartment the Sakharovs 
had occupied, and the police survel
liance that had been present has 
ceased. My colleagues and I are great
ly disturbed by this. No one has heard 
from the Sakharov's recently and 
their whereabouts are unknown. It is 
imperative that we receive assurances 
that the Sakharovs are alive and well. 
Mr. Gorbachev, I urge you to share 
the whereabouts of the Sakharovs 
with their family and friends. 

It is particularly appropriate to voice 
these concerns at this time as the 
human rights meeting in Ottawa 
comes to a close. The provisions of the 
Helsinki accords, as well as other 
human rights documents which the 
Soviet Union has signed, are being bla
tantly ignored by the Soviet Union. 
This is true for the Sakharovs' and for 
many others including, prisoner of 
conscience. Iosif Berenshtein, with 
whose case I am particularly con
cerned. 

I urge the leaders in the Soviet 
Union to reconsider their position and 
their actions. The cause of peace is not 
furthered by these gross violations of 
the Helsinki accords. My colleagues 
and I will continue in our vigil on 
behalf of the Jewish people of the 
Soviet Union. Forty years ago most of 
the world was silent, that silence will 
not be repeated today·• 
e Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
off er my support of this special order 
which calls attention to the fate of 
Andrei Sakharov. In violation of 
Soviet law and human rights, the Sak
harovs are being held in almost com
plete isolation. Now is the time to pro
test this illegal and senseless abuse of 
the Sakharov family. 

Mr. Sakharov has been exiled in 
Gorky for over 5 years. He has never, 
however, been convicted of a crime. 
His wife, Yelena Bonner, has also been 
exiled with him for over a year. There 
is real concern about the health of 
both of them. Their mail has been 
tampered with and they may have 
been moved to another apartment in 
Gorki. The KGB has denied the Sak
harovs a television, telephone, and a 
typewriter. They even jammed their 
radio. 

In addition to ignoring their own 
laws, the Soviets routinely violate the 
Helsinki accords which they signed in 
1975. Once again, we see that law and 

international accords mean little to 
the Kremlin. 

For these reasons, I join my col
leagues in protesting the Soviet 
Union's abuse of the Sakharovs.e 
e Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to join my colleagues in ex
pressing the concern of this Congress 
and the American people for the fate 
of Andrei Sakharov and his wife, 
Yelena Bonner. 

For more than 5 years now-under 
four separate leaders-the Soviet Gov
ernment has illegally held this Nobel 
Peace Prize winner and his wife in in
ternal exile. 

What was their crime? Even the 
Kremlin has not been able to fabricate 
a charge that would justify the actions 
they have taken. The Sakharovs only 
crime was that they dared to monitor 
Soviet compliance with the provisions 
of the Helsinki accords, and spoke out 
against the regime's flagrant human 
rights violations. The truth continues 
to be a threat to Soviet totalitarian
ism. 

Fortunately, we in the West do not 
have the same fear of the truth. The 
Kremlin may be able to silence the 
voices of Andrei Sakharov and Yelena 
Bonner, but their fate and their mes
sage will continue to be heard. Mr. 
Gorbachev must know that the Con
gress of the United States is monitor
ing not only the fate of the Sakharovs, 
but the state of human rights in the 
Soviet Union which they have so cou
rageously sought to defend. 

Mr. Gorbachev is still new in his job. 
He represents a new generation of 
Soviet leadership-one not burdened 
with the dark traditions of Stalinism. 
We in this Congress invite Mr. Gorba
chev to take an important step in im
proving relations with the West by re
leasing the Sakharovs and complying 
with the Helsinki accords. 

We are greatly concerned for the 
health of the Sakharovs and we urge 
Soviet authorities to allow Miss 
Bonner to seek medical attention in 
the West. 

I can assure the Kremlin that con
tinued persecution of the Sakharovs 
and continued Soviet violations of 
human rights, will not go unnoticed or 
unanswered in this country.e 
•Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Speak
er, I am pleased to Join my colleagues 
in speaking out against violations of 
human rights by the Soviet Union. 
Continuing violations of human rights 
in the areas of family reunification, 
right to travel and emigrate, and free
dom of religion, thought, and con
science are evident. Such is the case 
for Andrei Sakharov, who has never 
been convicted of a crime, yet he has 
been exiled in Gorky for over 5 years 
now. His wife, Yelena Bonner, has 
been exiled with him for over 1 year 
and there is continuous concern about 
their health. 

As my colleagues are aware, Sak
harov, a distinguished physicist, won 
the Nobel Peace Prize in 1975 for his 
work. Though isolated and harassed 
by the authorities, he continues to ad
vocate freedom of emigration, amnesty 
for all prisoners of conscience, and 
other rights set forth in the 1975 Hel
sinki Final Act and other human 
rights documents. 

Recently, another unfortunate twist 
of events has taken place. Sakharov's 
mail to his family in the United States 
has been tampered with, in an attempt 
to learn the details about a possible 
hunger strike. It is deplorable that the 
Soviet Union has attempted to alter or 
ban the mail of this brilliant Nobel 
prize-winning academician. 

It was 10 years ago that the 35 signa
tories representing Europe and North 
America established the Helsinki Final 
Act thereby pledging to respect 
human rights and fundamental free
doms, including the freedom of 
thought, conscience, religion, or belief, 
for all without distinction as to race, 
sex, language, or religion. As the 
human rights experts meeting in 
Ottawa, Canada, conclude their busi
ness of reviewing the provisions of the 
Helsinki accords it is important that 
violations of human rights in the Sak
harov case and other cases be raised at 
this time. 

As members of a free nation we must 
speak out against such violations by 
the Soviet Union. We must seek the 
enforcement of the Helsinki accords 
and impress upon the Soviet Union 
our objection to the denial of basic 
human rights.e 
e Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
honored to participate in this special 
order on behalf of Dr. Andrei Sak
harov, the renowned Soviet scientist 
and human rights advocate. 

Andrei Sakharov was the father of 
the Soviet H-bomb. He also laid the 
theoretical foundation of fusion phys
ics and its many promising peaceful 
applications. Scientists around the 
world continue to develop and refine 
the theories of antimatter that Sak
harov first developed approximately 
10 years ago. 

Mr. Sakharov's activities outside the 
laboratory, however, led to his 1980 
arrest and exile. In his unique position 
as an internationally known scientist 
he successfully attracted attention to 
the repression and human rights 
abuses of the U.S.S.R. Dr. Sakharov 
sacrificed his career and his freedom 
when he dared to criticize Soviet total
itarianism and publicly supported po
litical prisoners silenced. in the Gulag. 

Barred from leaving the country to 
accept the Nobel Peace Prize, his wife 
delivered his acceptance speech in 
which Sakharov stressed that "the de
fense of humar.i rights guarantees a 
solid ground for genuine long-term 
international cooperation." When the 
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Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan a 
few years later, human rights and 
international cooperation were not the 
slightest consideration. Sakharov's 
protest of an already internationally 
unpopular military action was the 
breaking point; his activities were clas
sified as "subversive." In January 
1980, he was abducted on his way to 
the Academy of Sciences and immedi
ately exiled to Gorky. 

The Soviet Union has committed an 
irreparable crime against humanity by 
trying to silence an individual whose 
work would surely have benefited 
people of all nations. The Soviet 
regime has denied both Sakharov and 
his wife necessary medical attention, 
and prohibited his daughter-in-law 
from emigrating to join their son in 
the United States. We seek the release 
of Dr. Sakharov and political amnesty 
for others who have dared to protest 
persecution. The U.S.S.R. can contin
ue to lock up individuals, but they can 
never destroy the desire for freedom.• 
e Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, it is 
wholly appropriate that during the 
concluding days of business for the 
human rights experts meeting in 
Ottawa, we voice our concerns for the 
plight of Dr. Andrei Sakharov and 
Yelena Bonner. 

This is indeed a time-sensitive issue 
as recent reports filter into Moscow 
suggesting that Andrei Sakharov and 
Yelena Bonner may have been further 
isolated by the mysterious action relo
cating them to an alternate exile site 
in Gorky. 

Further concern has been warranted 
by the fact that the Soviet Union has 
refused to allow independent confir
mation of their whereabouts, or 
health. This is another indication of 
the Soviet Union's repeated failures to 
live up to its obligations under the 
1975 Helsinki Final Act. Under the 
Final Act Andrei Sakharov and Yelena 
Bonner should be allowed their basic 
human rights: To live in the country 
of their choice; to receive the medical 
attention they deem necessary; and to 
join relatives and friends for whom 
this separation has been so painful. 

Dr. Sakharov, a widely respected and 
outstanding leader of the human 
rights movement, was recognized in 
1975 for his significant scientific con
tributions by being accorded a Nobel 
laureate. 

Dr. Sakharov, though isolated, con
tinues to advocate basic individual 
human rights, in spite of harassment. 
And his wife, Yelena Bonner, as a 
member of the now disbanded Moscow 
Helsinki Group heeded her obligations 
to report human rights problems while 
continually defending her husband 
against unfounded charges. 

I call on all Western governments to 
do all in their power to save the lives 
of Andrei Sakharov and Yelena 
Bonner. I ask that people of goodwill 

everywhere urge the Soviet Union to 
live up to their Helsinki obligations.e 
• Mr. DWYER of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I am especially grateful to 
participate in this timely special order 
on behalf of Soviet dissident, Andrei 
Sakharov. Today, we must commemo
rate all who have demonstrated their 
persistent struggle for freedom and 
self-determination in spite of endless 
oppression. 

Soviet academician and dissident, 
Andrei Sakharov has been exiled in 
Gorky for over 5 years. Until a year 
ago, his wife, Yelena Bonner, was per
mitted to maintain contacts with for
eigners and friends. She has since 
been living in exile with her husband 
for over a year. 

The struggle for human rights is 
helped immeasurably by the strength 
and commitment shared by all who 
are here today in condemnation of 
Soviet atrocities. These statements are 
now an essential ingredient in the 
worldwide effort to aid the oppressed. 

Mr. Speaker, as you know, Andrei 
Sakharov remains a servant of the 
state with virtually no rights. The in
exhaustable determination that he 
has demonstrated in his struggle for 
independence is a true indication of 
his love for the freedom of which he 
has been so unjustly deprived. 

Our power to influence the Soviet 
state toward humanity is limited, as 
we have sadly learned. However, as 
representatives in the free world we 
can make clear that we know, care, 
and will never forget their endless 
plight for liberty and freedom. 

The Helsinki accord continues to 
serve as tremendous encouragement 
and inspiration. Regretfully, the 
pleadings of men like Andrei Sakharov 
have not been met, their appeals for 
justice will not be silenced. I wish to 
thank Congressman GILMAN and Con
gressman FRANK for calling my atten
tion to this special order.e 
e Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to join my colleagues Con
gressmen BARNEY FRANK and BEN 
GILMAN in this special order calling at
tention to the plight of Andrei Sak
harov and his wife Yelena Bonner. As 
a member of the International Parlia
mentary Group for Human Rights 
CIPG l, I am distressed by the inhu
mane treatment that Andrei Sakharov 
and his wife have been subjected to 
throughout the years for having dared 
to speak out for the inalienable 
human rights that no government 
should be able to deny. 

Unfortunately, the Soviet Union has 
been denying these rights to Andrei 
Sakharov and Yelena Bonner, as well 
as numerous citizens who have had 
the courage to speak out. Andrei Sak
harov has been exiled in Gorky for 
over 5 years now, despite a 5-year limit 
in Soviet law on exiles for convicted 
criminals. Andrei Sakharov has never 
been convicted of a crime; to the con-

trary, as a physicist who was awarded 
the Nobel Peace Prize for his human 
rights activities, he had contributed 
his dedication to upholding laws of hu
manity. The Soviet Union has repeat
edly denied to Bonner the right to 
seek medical attention outside the 
Soviet Union. It has now been report
ed that Sakharov and Bonner may 
have been moved to another apart
ment in Gorky in order to further iso
late them from the outside world. 

I would like to join my colleagues in 
expressing my outrage at the deplora
ble treatment of this couple and to re
quest that their situation be improved, 
in accordance with the Helsinki ac
cords. Andrei Sakharov and Yelena 
Bonner are indicative of the many 
thousands of people in the Soviet 
Union whose names we do not hear, 
who are daily subjected to limits on 
their freedom, on their rights to reli
gion, speech, press, and political belief. 
We have a moral responsibility to join 
our voices with theirs and to continue 
to bring this situation the internation
al attention that it rightfully deserves. 
Only when we continue to speak out 
against these violations will we be able 
to impress upon the Soviet Union that 
we, as a nation, are committed to seek
ing an improvement in this situation 
and that we are not ready to give up 
this ef fort.e 
e Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to extend thanks 
to the distinguished gentlemen from 
New York and Massachusetts for re
serving this special order regarding 
Soviet dissident and Nobel laureate 
Andrei Sakharov. 

The cruel treatment of Dr. Sak
harov, a world-renowned physicist and 
advocate of human rights in the 
Soviet Union, must end. Dr. Sakhar
ov's crime is that he chooses to speak 
out against the oppression and brutal
ity of the Soviet system. This coura
geous stand, which won him the praise 
and admiration of millions around the 
world, also earned him internal exile 
to Siberia and humiliating rebukes by 
the Soviet Government. Banished to 
the closed city of Gorky in 1980, Dr. 
Sakharov has been the subject of on
going and intense KGB harassment 
and surveillance. His mail is continual
ly interfered with, and he is forbidden 
to have any contact with the outside 
world. After a recent hunger strike he 
launched to gain freedom for his wife, 
Yelena Bonner, who desperately re
quires advanced medical care, Dr. Sak
harov himself became gravely ill. 
There are reports that he may have 
been forced fed and given mind-alter
ing drugs. It is now believed that he 
may have been moved from the apart
ment he shares with his wife in Gorky. 
Both he and his wife have suffered 
greatly from the unrelenting stresses 
of their forced exile. Presently, nei
ther Dr. Sakharov's family nor his 
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friends and supporters can ascertain 
his exact whereabouts and his true 
physical condition. 

The Soviet Government has fre
quently dismissed its treatment of 
Sakharov as a purely internal affair 
and has repeatedly refused to discuss 
the matter with visiting heads of state. 
But the Soviet Union is a signatory to 
at least three international accords 
which expressly forbid the denial of 
political and civil rights. This glaring 
contradiction between Soviet promises 
and Soviet deeds is tragically illustrat
ed in the forcible silencing of the Sak
harovs. 

I have long supported Dr. Sakharov 
and his brave stand against the op
pression of successive Soviet regimes. 
Over the years, I have introduced leg
islation in Congress urging the Soviet 
leadership to allow the Sakharovs to 
leave the country or to stay and live 
freely, without the threat of abuse or 
physical harm. Additionally, I have 
signed on to numerous letters sent to 
Soviet authorities urging that the Sak
harovs exile be ended and that Dr. 
Sakharov and his wife be allowed to 
leave the Soviet Union. 

The rights of free expression and 
movement are fundamental human 
rights that must be protected. I will 
continue to urge that Dr. Sakharov 
and all dissidents be allowed to exer
cise these rights unharassed and un
afraid of punishment.• 
e Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, to
night's special order has justifiably 
elicited an outpouring of outrage in 
this House over the treatment by the 
Soviet Government of Andrei Sak
harov and his wife, Yelena Bonner, a 
human rights activist. Their isolation 
for over 5 years in Gorky is in direct 
violation of the Helsinki accords, 
which the Soviet Government has 
signed and repeatedly violated. 

Recent reports reaching the West 
confirm that the Soviet Union is again 
subjecting the Sakharovs to conditions 
no one should have to endure. The So
viets continue to refuse to disclose in
formation on the health, legal status, 
and whereabouts of the Sakharovs. 

Dr. Sakharov has a weak heart, yet 
has repeatedly been refused adequate 
health care. His wife, Yelena, suffers 
severe eye and heart ailments requir
ing immediate attention, but she has 
been denied a visa to travel to the 
West for treatment on the spurious 
grounds of alleged treason. 

In response, Dr. Sakharov has un
dertaken hunger strikes to implore au
thorities to allow his wife to travel to 
the West for medical treatment. 
Recent reports indicate that Sakharov 
had threatened to resign from the 
Soviet Academy of Sciences by May 10 
if the academy would not help him im
prove conditions for him and his wife 
in exile in Gorky. This act would em
barrass the Soviets by officially re
moving one of their most prominent 

scientists, but would also deprive Dr. 
Sakharov of his last source of income. 
We do not know the outcome of his ef
forts. 

Earlier last week the Washington 
Post reported that the apartment in 
Gorky where Sakharov and his wife 
have been isolated since 1980 has been 
abandoned, indicating that the Soviet 
authorities have further isolated the 
Sakharovs, again without any an
nouncement-or information as to his 
new residence. There is deep concern 
that Sakharov may in fact be very ill. 
This uncertainty highlights the need 
for a statement from Congress, the 
greatest deliberative body in the 
world, expressing our extreme disap
proval of these blatant human rights 
violations. 

While we do not know the where
abouts of Dr. Sakharov and his wife, 
we do know that they have become a 
symbol of the unending struggle for 
freedom of the people in the Soviet 
Union. They are asking for no more 
than the right to live, speak, and think 
freely. We must not let Andrei Sak
harov and Yelena Bonner stand alone. 
We must let the Soviet Government 
know that the Congress of the United 
States, and indeed all the people of 
the free world, will not let such depri
vation of human rights go unan
swered. 

I join my colleagues, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. GILMAN], and the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK], in condeming the deplorable 
treatment of this brilliant Nobel Prize
winning humanitarian and his coura
geous wife.e 
•Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to join my colleagues in honoring 
Andrei Sakharov and to express deep 
concern over continued Soviet mis
treatment of this world-renowned 
physicist and Nobel Peace Prize laure
ate. 

The plight of Andrei Sakharov and 
his wife, Yelena Bonner, has deeply 
touched the hearts of the American 
people. Although little information is 
available on their whereabouts or wel
being and it appears their mail is 
being tampered with, we must not 
perm.it Soviet authorities to discour
age either our interest in or our advo
cacy on behalf of Dr. Sakharov and 
his wife. The Soviet state may be able 
to silence dissent and free expression 
within its own borders but it cannot 
prevent the world standing witness to 
the oppressive acts of a police state. 

On this occasion, I join my col
leagues in urging Soviet authorities, in 
a spirit consistent with the human 
rights accords to which their govern
ment is signatory, to provide the U.S. 
Government and other interested par
ties full details on the whereabouts 
and condition of Andrei Sakharov and 
his wife and to indicate a willingness 
to free these courageous people from 
the constraints of internal exile. Such 

a compassionate act would contribute 
to a climate of greater confidence be
tween the two superpowers and en
hance prospects for improved relations 
in a variety of areas of mutual interest 
to our governments. Failure to abide 
by the rule of law can only have a 
dampening effect on such prospects 
and lend credence to those who dispar
age warmer relations between our 
countries. 

Dr. Sakharov and his wife have 
earned a place of deep respect among 
all who cherish the basic freedoms we 
enshrine in our Constitution. We owe 
it to them and to our own heritage to 
def end their cause. Until they are free, 
we cannot be silent.e 
e Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. 
Speaker, although I am pleased to join 
my distinguished colleague from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. FRANK] in this special 
order to protest against Soviet treat
ment of Andrei Sakharov, I am deeply 
saddened that there is still the need 
for such an occasion. The case of 
Andrei Sakharov is a microcosm of the 
Soviet Union's entire policy toward 
human rights and human dignity. 

Mr. Speaker, the story of Andrei 
Sakharov, a Nobel Peace laureate, is 
well known. In 1970, he and other 
Soviet physicists founded the Commit
tee for Human Rights, an organization 
dedicated to promoting in the Soviet 
Union the principles expressed in the 
Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights. These principles guarantee to 
all the rights of freedom of thought, 
religion, and expression. 

As a result of Dr. Sakharov's active 
role in the committee and his coura
geous stand for freedom, he was ar
rested and banished to internal exile 
with his wife, Yelena Bonner. In 1980, 
they were involuntarily settled under 
police surveillance in the remote city 
of Gorky, isolated from friends, col
leagues, and all of society. And there 
they lived for over 5 years, subject to 
harassment, intimidation, and out
right cruelty by Soviet authorities. 

Now it appears there is a serious 
question as to the whereabouts of Dr. 
Sakharov and Mrs. Bonner. Reports 
indicate that there is no sign of 
anyone living in their apartment and 
there are other signs that things are 
amiss. Family and friends are con
cerned about their health and where
abouts. 

Members of this institution have on 
many occasions expressed deep con
cern about Soviet treatment of these 
two courageous individuals who have 
suffered dearly under Soviet rule. 
There seems no end to the cruelty the 
Soviets inflict on these human beings; 
no end to the torture they invent. And 
now we must ask what further torture 
these people are being subjected to. 

Mr. Speaker, Andrei Sakharov often 
warned that the Soviet failure to ob
serve basic human freedoms is a grave 

' 
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threat to peace because it silences 
voices of dissent within the Soviet 
Union. Such violations of . human 
rights demand the attention and con
demnation of the world. 

Andrei Sakharov's life has been 
hard, yet he has lived it courageously. 
He has served as an example for all 
whose lives are oppressed and whose 
human rights and dignity are violated. 

Now we must once again send the 
message to Soviet authorities that we 
care deeply about the life of this one 
man, as we do for all people who are 
forced to live under repressive rule. I 
understand a copy of the statements 
of this special order will be sent to 
Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin. 
Mr. Ambassador, I join my colleagues 
in appealing to you to for answers. 
Where are Dr. Sakharov and Mrs. 
Bonner? Why does your government 
torture them unrelentingly? Why 
won't you stop? Surely they have suf
fered enough. Surely your government 
must realize in what a negative light 
Soviet oppression is viewed. 

I appeal to you to provide a waiting 
world with information on these 
people, and to release them to enjoy 
the freedom that is the natural right 
of all people everywhere. 

Thank you.e 
•Mr. GREEN. I would like to thank 
my distinguished colleagues, Repre
sentatives GILMAN and FRANK, for or
ganizing this special order on behalf of 
the Soviet dissident Andrei Sakharov. 

Andrei Sakharov, a Nobel Peace 
Prize-winning physicist, has been 
exiled to Gorky since 1980 for his 
human rights activities. He has never 
been convicted of a crime in the Soviet 
Union. His wife, Yelena Bonner, has 
been banished to Gorky with him for 
almost 1 year in what is clearly an at
tempt by the Soviet Union to isolate 
Sakharov and limit his human rights 
activities. 

The Sakharovs are kept under house 
arrest, may not leave Gorky or com
municate with foreigners and friends. 
Friends are threatened with the possi
bility of imprisonment if they commu
nicate with the Sakharovs, and it is be
lieved that Sakharvo's mail to his 
family in the United States has been 
tampered with. 

Recent reports indicate that Sak
harov and his wife may have been 
moved from their apartment in Gorky. 
This can only contribute to isolating 
them further from any means of com
munication with the outside world. 

It had been hoped and rumored that 
the Soviets would improve their 
human rights record upon Gorba
chev's rise to the premiership. Howev
er, using Soviet emigration as a barom
eter, no such improvement has materi
alized. According to the Coalition to 
Free Soviet Jews, only 51 out of 
400,000 Soviet Jews who applied to 
emigrate were allowed to leave the 
U.S.S.R. in May. In all of 1984, emigra-

tion statistics show that only 896 Jews 
received visas to leave the U.S.S.R. 

We in the U.S. Congress must con
tinue to protest Soviet violations of 
human rights. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in this special order and bring 
to the world's attention the fate of 
Andrei Sakharov and other oppressed 
peoples in the Soviet Union.e 
• Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to add my voice to the others of con
cern that have spoken out today 
against the tragic plight of Dr. Andrei 
Sakharov and his wife, Yelena Bonner. 

Dr. Sakharov has been honored with 
Nobel Peace Prize for his concern and 
involvement with the promotion of 
human rights. In the Soviet Union 
this heralded activity has rendered 
him a prisoner of internal exile. What 
an incredible situation. This renowed 
physicist of unparalleled achievement 
and standing in the worldwide commu
nity has been banished to the city of 
Gorky, 250 miles from the center of 
the Soviet academic and scientific 
community. His wife over 1 year ago 
was stripped of her privilege to travel 
to and from Moscow. They now find 
themselves in failing health and com
plete isolation. 

And yet this inhuman treatment is 
not enough for the Soviets. They have 
denied Sakharov and Bonner desper
ately needed medical treatment. They 
permitted Dr. Bonner's daughter-in
law permission to join her husband in 
the United States only after Dr. Sak
harov undertook a hunger strike that 
garnered worldwide attention. And 
now, there are very strong indications 
that the Soviets have tampered with 
their mail. 

Reports from Gorky indicate that 
Dr. Sakharov had embarked on a 
hunger strike in an attempt to get 
medical treatment for his wife. The 
fragile state of his health concerned 
family members. But then communica
tion from Dr. Sakharov was received 
by family in the United States assur
ing them of his well-being. Everything 
appeared status quo until it was 
learned that the Sakharov communi
cation was very likely a forgery. Addi
tional reports from Gorky have now 
raised concerns that the couple has 
been moved from their apartment to 
whereabouts unknown. 

Mr. Speaker, one can only surmise 
the reason for this latest blatant viola
tion of human dignity. However, I am 
certain my colleagues will agree that 
the Soviets should clearly understand 
these actions do not go unnoticed. We 
in the Congress and scores of citizens 
across this country are aware of their 
disregard for the rights of the Sakhar
ovs and thousands of Soviet Jews and 
dissidents. The eyes of the West are 
clearly focused on the Soviet Union's 
treatment of its citizens who wish to 
emigrate.e 
•Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I join my 
colleagues today in protesting against 

the Soviet Government's intolerable 
treatment of the distinguished Noble 
Prize laureate Andrei Sakharov and 
his wife, Yelena Bonner. 

It is particularly timely to raise this 
important issue as the international 
participants at the Ottawa Conference 
on the Helsinki Review bring their 
business to a close. The Helsinki ac
cords, an international ageement 
signed by the United States, the Soviet 
Union, and numerous other nations, is 
designed to promote and protect 
human rights and freedoms. Despite 
the fact that the Soviet Union is a sig
natory to the Helsinki accords, the 
tragic case of Andrei Sakharov and 
Yelena Bonner clearly demonstrates 
the Soviet's continued violations of 
the treaty and abuses of human 
rights. 

A noted physicist and Soviet dissi
dent, Andrei Sakharov was sentenced 
to 5 years in internal exile in the city 
of Gorky. Yet he has never been con
victed of a crime. Last year, Yelena 
Bonner was tried, convicted, and sen
tenced to internal exile in Gorky as 
well after Soviet authorities said they 
discovered a plot under which she was 
to seek asylum in the U.S. Embassy in 
Moscow. Both Sakharovs suffer ill 
health and are in need of medical at
tention. For their crimes, they have 
been isolated from their family and 
from communicating with the outside 
world. There are many disturbing, un
answered questions in this case, and 
information regarding the couple's 
health and general whereabouts is in
frequent and often unreliable. Even as 
the Soviet authorities lower a personal 
Iron Curtain around the Sakharovs, 
they have undertaken a propaganda 
campaign to deflect international criti
cism of their contemptible actions 
against the Sakharovs. 

Several months ago, the Soviets at
tempted to dupe the Sakharovs' 
family living in the West with a forged 
letter. That ill-fated exercise was a 
dismal failure. That the Soviets would 
attempt to ban or alter the Sakharov's 
mail is not only disturbing, but it leads 
to other more urgent questions about 
their well-being and safety. Reports 
reaching the West earlier this month 
have raised the possibility that the 
Sakharovs may have been moved to 
another location in Gorky, as yet un
determined. 

Such treatment of Soviet citizens is 
abominable, and it is vitally important 
for those of us in the West to loudly 
protest such intolerable acts and 
abuses of human rights. The Sakhar
ovs are not an isolated case by any 
means, and until the rights of Soviet 
political prisoners and dissidents are 
fully restored, we will continue to keep 
the pressure on the Kremlin. We must 
never relent in the battle to protect 
human rights and freedoms, and the 
Soviet authorities should be made 
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aware that we in Congress will contin
ue to monitor their observance of 
international agreements, such as the 
Helsinki accords. We must do this in 
the hope that someday the Sakharovs 
and all those who suffer persecution 
and repression under Soviet rule will 
one day know the true meaning of 
freedom.e 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
to include extraneous matter, on the 
subject of this particular special order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

A TRIBUTE TO LEE VERSTANDIG 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. SNYDER] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 
e Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, the De
partment of Housing and Urban De
velopment may soon avail itself of the 
services of one of this administration's 
most able and experienced public serv
ants. 

Lee L. Verstandig, most recently As
sistant to the President for Intergov
ernmental Affairs, has been nominat
ed by President Reagan to the post of 
Under Secretary of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development. I 
commend the President on his selec
tion to fill this post and on his contin
ued utilization. of Lee Verstandig in 
positions of importance in his adminis
tration. 

Few have a track record in Govern
ment as enviable as that compiled by 
Lee. Before taking over as the White 
House's liaison to local government on 
June l, 1983, he served as Assistant 
Secretary for Governmental Affairs at 
the Department of Transportation 
from 1981 to 1983, and as Acting Ad
ministrator of the Environmental Pro
tection Agency for a 3-month period in 
early 1983. 

I have had the opportunity to work 
closely with Lee over the past 5 years, 
especially during the period in which 
he served so ably under Transporta
tion Secretary Drew Lewis. The highly 
successful tenure of Secretary Lewis 
was due in no small measure to the ef
fectiveness of Lee Verstandig. He knew 
how to get things done on Capitol Hill, 
and no task was too difficult for him, 
and no legislative logjam too f ormida
ble. 

Over the course of his service with 
the Department of Transportation, he 
was an active participant in the devel
opment of the landmark Surface 
Transportation Act of 1982; the 1981 
Airport and Airway Development Act; 
the 1982 Bus Regulatory Reform Act; 
and the 1982 Shipping Act, better 

known as the marine regulatory 
reform bill. 

Considering the special abilities of 
Lee Verstandig and the manner in 
which he demonstrated those abilities 
at DOT, it was understandable that 
the President would look to him for 
help in reorganizing and stabilizing 
the troubled Environmental Protec
tion Agency during turbulent periods 
surrounding the departure of Adminis
trator Anne Burford. 

Once again, Lee was equal to the dif
ficult task of getting the Agency back 
on its feet during the transition period 
before the arrival of Bill Ruckelshaus 
as the new Administrator. 

During his career of impressive 
public service, Lee Verstandig has 
earned the respect of those in the Fed
eral Government, both in the execu
tive and legislative branches, as well as 
those in various interest groups and in 
State and local government. 

It has been a pleasure to have 
worked with Lee, and I am supremely 
confident that as Under Secretary of 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, he will continue to be 
an asset to this administration and an 
outstanding spokesman for its pro
grams. I hope and believe that the 
Senate, charged with his confirmation, 
will feel likewise.• 
e Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, Presi
dent Reagan has selected Lee L. Ver
standig to be Under Secretary of the 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. The President could not 
have made a better choice. 

I worked very closely with Lee when 
he served as Assistant Secretary of 
Governmental Affairs at the Depart
ment of Transportation from January 
1981 to the spring of 1983. 

In the just over 2 years that Lee 
held that position, he and I cooperat
ed on crucial national legislation, in
cluding the landmark Surf ace Trans
portation Assistance Act and the 
Northeast Rail Services Act. 

Naturally, passage of these bills did 
not occur without a fair amount of 
controversy and tension, yet Lee ably 
represented the admininstration with 
cool and calm demeanor. Moreover, he 
demonstrated a great respect for the 
legislative branch of Government 
which, as my colleagues know, many 
administration officials of any admin
istration lack. 

Certainly, few people envied Lee 
when he was selected to serve as 
Acting Administrator of the Environ
mental Protection Agency following 
Ann Burford's departure. Yet, Lee suc
ceeded where others would have 
failed: Shortly after his arrival, EPA 
disappeared from the front page head
lines. 

Lee has developed some strong ties 
to my own State of Pennsylvania. 
While at the Department of Transpor
tation, he worked under Pennsylva
nian Drew Lewis and helped Lewis de-

velop a reputation as one of the best 
Secretaries of Transportation in 
recent times. Lee has also developed 
excellent relationships with my col
leagues in the Pennsylvania congres
sional delegation and with State offi
cials in Harrisburg. 

And on a more personal side, Lee 
went to college at Franklin and Mar
shall University and married a woman 
from close to my own hometown near 
Pittsburgh. Thus, one must also con
clude that Lee has good taste in his as
sociates. 

Lee's intelligence, personality, and 
great sense of professionalism will 
allow him to shine at HUD. I only 
regret that he will be working on 
housing issues and not the transporta
tion issues with which I am generally 
involved. Nonetheless, I wish Lee the 
very best in his new role of Under Sec
retary of the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development.e 
e Mr. WORTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
have known Lee Verstandig for only 
the past few years, but in that short 
time I have come to be one of his most 
ardent admirers. 

Whenever President Reagan needed 
a tough job handled he gave it to Lee. 
Whenever a delicate problem had to 
be handled he gave it to Lee. When
ever it was time to build a consensus 
he called on Lee. 

Lee has distinguished himself on 
Capitol Hill as administrative assistant 
to Senator JOHN CHAFEE, after an out
standing career in academia. He left 
the Hill to go to work at the Depart
ment of Transportation for that out
standing public servant, Secretary 
Drew Lewis, where he was in charge of 
Intergovernmental and Legislative Af
fairs. 

Soon after that the President called 
on Lee to take over the troubled Envi
ronmental Protection Agency after 
the turbulent stewardship of his pred
ecessor. Lee brought a calmness and 
steadiness there so that the EPA could 
resume its appointed tasks. He kept a 
firm hand on the EPA until William 
Ruckelshaus took over. 

Later the President brought him to 
the White House to handle the often
delicate task of handling the affairs of 
State and local officials in their rela
tionship with the Federal Govern
ment. He was the President's unoffi
cial ambassador to that group and he 
handled it with acumen. 

Now the President has turned to Mr. 
Verstandig again in asking him to 
serve as the Under Secretary at HUD. 
Secretary Sam Pierce could not have 
found a better person. 

I look forward to working with him 
on the Banking, Housing and Urban 
Affairs Committee. He will be an out
standing addition to the HUD manage
ment team.e 
e Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, I 
take this opportunity to congratulate 
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the President on his nomination of 
Lee L. Verstandig to be the new Under 
Secretary of Housing and Urban De
velopment. He could not have made a 
better choice. 

Lee Verstandig is one of those rare 
public servants who can move into any 
arena of Government and make a dif
ference. His track record amply dem
onstrates that fact. I have no doubt 
whatsoever that he will make a differ
ence at HUD as well. 

I well remember the difficult days 
that the Environmental Protection 
Agency faced with public confidence 
in that shaken Agency and the morale 
of its workers at a low ebb. It is a little 
known fact that Mr. Verstandig was 
requested. by President Ronald Reagan 
personally to assume the role of re
structuring the EPA after Anne Bur
ford resigned as Administrator. 

In that restructuring process, he 
consulted many Members of Congress, 
including myself. The results are 
rather obvious. Morale at the Agency 
skyrocketed. Many top level personnel 
were replaced with individuals that 
have more credibility. Even the most 
severe critics have acknowledged that 
the Agency is doing a much better job 
now than before that extremely unf or
tunate episode. It is remarkable that 
he turned the Agency around so quick
ly. 

Lee had demonstrated the same 
degree of competence when he served 
as the Assistant Secretary for Govern
mental Affairs for the Department of 
Transportation. He was part of the 
team headed by then-Secretary Drew 
Lewis. Again that Department re
ceived many plaudits for the way the 
PATCO strike was addressed and the 
smooth functioning of the Depart
ment, particularly in it's relationship 
with Congress. 

In 1983, the President approached 
Lee and asked him to take on another 
important and demanding job, that of 
Assistant to the President for Inter
governmental Affairs. Again, he effec
tively showed his ability to communi
cate with those outside the adminis
tration. He worked with local govern
mental leaders, regardless of political 
affiliation, and very effectively repre
sented the views of the administration 
on such important administration pri
orities as enterprise zone initiatives, 
line item veto authority, and the bal
anced budget amendment. 

I have heard the same views con
cerning Lee's qualifications expressed 
by many of my colleagues. He is a rare 
public servant who invites a heavy 
work load by his williingness to re
spond to congressional concerns. I look 
forward to continuing to work with 
Lee Verstandig in his new and chal
lenging role. HUD will benefit im
mensely by his presence. Reflecting 
the same ability as he has demonstrat
ed in the past, I truly believe that 

HUD will be even more responsive and 
effective with Lee on board. 

I know that Lee will serve with dedi
cation and will continue to show that 
he is one of the most effective mem
bers of the administration's team.e 
e Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, the 
quality of this administration contin
ues to be enhanced by the presence of 
Lee L. Verstandig, who will shortly 
add to his long list of accomplishments 
by being named Under Secretary of 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

I am not surprised that President 
Reagan continues to avail himself of 
the services and good counsel of Lee 
Verstandig. He has demonstrated time 
and again his knowledge and expertise 
and his effectiveness as both an ad
ministrator and communicator. 
Throughout his extensive contact with 
Congress, he enjoyed and continues to 
enjoy the highest respect of Members 
in both parties. 

I well recall the closeness with 
which he worked with members of the 
Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation during his tenure as 
Assistant Secretary for Governmental 
Affairs at the Department of Trans
portation. 

During his 2 years in that post, serv
ing under Secretary Drew Lewis, Lee 
provided substantial input into the 
passage of the 1982 Surface Transpor
tation Assistance Act. It was a some
what chaotic period during the fading 
hours of a lameduck session, and the 
efforts of Lee Verstandig had a great 
deal to do with our success in getting 
that vitally important legislation 
through Congress and enacted into 
law. 

He contributed as well to the devel
opment of legislation deregulating the 
intercity bus industry and passage of 
the 1981 Airport and Airway Develop
ment Act. 

His contributions to the develop
ment of sound transportation policy 
and to the generally smooth adminis
tration of the Department were obvi
ously not lost on the President. Lee 
was soon temporarily dispatched to 
the troubled Environmental Protec
tion Agency as Acting Assistant Ad
ministrator for Legislation. 

With the departure of Administrator 
Anne M. Burford, Lee moved into the 
post as Acting EPA Administrator. He 
soon helped bring badly needed stabili
ty to the agency preparatory to the ar
rival of the Agency's new Administra
tor, William Ruckelshaus. 

His work done there, Lee moved to 
the White House on June 1, 1983, as 
Assistant to the President for Inter
governmental Affairs. It was a job well 
suited for Lee Verstandig, and he 
quickly put his considerable energies 
and talents to work fostering among 
the Federal departments and agencies 
a greater sensitivity to the needs of 
those who work in state and local gov-

ernments. He has once again proven to 
be an eloquent spokesman for the poli
cies of the Reagan administration. 

He also currently serves on the 
President's Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations, as an ad 
hoc member of the U.S. Treasury De
partment's study group on revenue 
sharing, and on the White House 
Puerto Rican Task Force. 

Now, Lee Verstandig is needed at the 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, and certainly that 
agency will be the richer for is assign
ment there. 

If I were to pinpoint the reason for 
the amazingly successful career of Lee 
Verstandig, I might, as a former edu
cator myself, conclude that it is trace
able to his roots in the academic com
munity where he spent some 17 years 
before beginning a career in Govern
ment service. He was first a professor 
of history and political science and de
partment chairman at Roger Williams 
College, and then the associate dean 
of academic affairs at Brown Universi
ty in Providence, RI. 

Whatever the source of his strength, 
he has been enormously successful in 
both academia and public service. 

I personally wish Lee every success 
in his new endeavor at HUD and am 
confident that he will achieve just 
that.e 
•Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, there 
are few areas of our public life as im
portant as housing and urban develop
ment. The sense of community and 
family that is at the heart of Presi
dent Reagan's philosophy is closely 
connected with the quality of life in 
neighborhoods all over America. 

I am therefore glad that Lee L. Ver
standig has been nominated by Presi
dent Reagan to be Under Secretary of 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. Lee will bring to this 
task a breadth and depth of Govern
ment experience. Equally important, 
he will get the opportunity to put into 
practice his philosophy of concern for 
community, neighborhood and family 
values. 

Most recently, Lee has been Assist
ant to the President for Intergovm
mental Affairs. Previously he was As
sistant Secretary for Governmental 
Affairs at the Department of Trans
portation and Acting Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
in 1983. 

Lee not only has practical experi
ence in making Government work for 
people, but also possesses an enviable 
record as a scholar and teacher of his
tory and political science. I mention 
this because he will come to the tasks 
at HUD with the kind of intellectual 
as well as on-the-job experience that 
prepares him to deal with the large 
concepts as well as the day-to-day spe
cific problems involved in helping 
Americans to develop, preserve and en-
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hance their homes and their communi
ties. I join with all of those who know 
Lee in congratulating him on his new 
responsibilities.e 
e Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, one 
of the most respected members of the 
Reagan administration will soon be 
moving into a new job, that of Under 
Secretary of the Department of Hous
ing and Urban Development. 

Lee L. Verstandig, currently the 
President's chief adviser on matters 
concerning State and local govern
ment, is expected to assume the HUD 
post after 2 years of service to the ad
ministration as Assistant to the Presi
dent for Intergovernmental Affairs. 

President Reagan's nomination of 
Lee Verstandig and his expected 
Senate confirmation will bring to that 
agency an experienced and highly ef
fective public servant, with a record of 
legislative and administrative exper
tise of few equals. 

I was particularly impressed with his 
liaison work with the Congress in the 
development of Federal transportation 
policy and important transportation 
legislation during his tenure as Assist
ant Secretary for Governmental Af
fairs at the Department of Transpor
tation. 

Because of his outstanding job in 
representing the administration in 
that capacity, he earned the respect 
and praise of Members of the Con
gress on both sides of the aisle, as well 
as the many concerned public interest 
organizations and representatives of 
State and local governments. 

Prior to his service with then-Secre
tary of Transportation Drew Lewis, 
Lee had served as Senator JOHN 
CHAFEE's administrative assistant, a 
position he had taken following 17 
years as a college professor and associ
ate dean. 

His tenure with DOT ended when 
the President temporarily detailed Lee 
to the Environmental Protection 
Agency, which desperately needed 
what he had to offer. After joining the 
Agency as Acting Assistant Adminis
trator for Legislation, he quickly as
sumed the duties as Acting Adminis
trator of the Agency upon Anne Bur
f ord's resignation. He soon helped 
bring order out of chaos at the 
Agency, paving the way for the arrival 
of the new Administrator, Bill 
Ruckelshaus. 

Lees Verstandig's record of success 
in all of the posts he has held speaks 
for itself. He will be a valuable addi
tion to the administration of Secretary 
Samuel Pierce at the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development. I 
wish him the very best in his impor
tant new assignment.• 
e Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. 
Speaker, the appointment of Lee L. 
Verstandig to the job of Deputy Under 
Secretary of the Department of Hous
ing and Urban Development will bring 
to that Agency one of the most eff ec-

tive public officials in this administra
tion. 

I know that the many colleagues of 
mine who have had the opportunity to 
work with Lee Verstandig share my 
enthusiasm at President Reagan's se
lection of Lee for the HUD post. 

As a member of the Public Works 
and Transportation Committee, I am 
particularly familiar with the tremen
dous contribution made by Lee to 
major transportation legislation when 
he served so ably as Assistant Secre
tary for Governmental Affairs at the 
Department of Transportation from 
January 1981 until his detail to the 
Environmental Protection Agency in 
1983. 

The 1983 Surface Transportation 
Act, an extremely important piece of 
legislation containing the 5-cent gas 
tax, was passed under less than ideal 
circumstances, and Lee Verstandig, 
representing the administration and 
Transportation Secretary Drew Lewis, 
performed yeoman's service in helping 
all parties concerned reach an accom
modation on the bill, thus enabling its 
passage and enactment into law. 

He also provided valuable input into 
the effective response made by the De
partment to the national rail and 
PATCO strikes. 

When called to service with the En
vironmental Protection Agency during 
the crisis that led to Administrator 
Anne Burford to resign, Lee again suc
cessfully applied his experience and 
expertise in both legislative and ad
ministrative activity and helped pro
vide a calm transition to the new Ad
ministrator. 

From the Environmental Protection 
Agency, Lee moved into the job of As
sistant to the President for Intergov
ernmental Affairs. In that position, he 
has been extremely active in bringing 
the views of State and local govern
ments to the highest levels in the ad
ministration. He has made himself 
personally available to State elected 
leaders and those they represent by 
going into their communities to dis
cuss issues of mutual concern. 

The Department of Housing and 
Urban Development can benefit great
ly from an administrator with the 
breath of experience and proven com
petence of Lee Verstandig. I congratu
late the President on his very percep
tive choice in this matter. And I con
gratulate Lee on his appointment and 
wish him continued success in his new 
post.e 
e Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, today I 
have the pleasure of congratulating 
President Reagan on his superb choice 
of selecting Lee L. Verstandig to fill 
the job of Under Secretary of the De
partment of Housing and Urban De
velopment. 

Lee is an excellent choice for the 
job. He has served the President and 
the Nation well these past few years in 
a number of positions, including jobs 

with the Department of Transporta
tion and the Environmental Protec
tion Agency. 

As someone who worked closely with 
Lee during his assignment as Assistant 
Secretary for Governmental Affairs at 
the Department of Transportation, I 
can say that much of what was accom
plished at DOT during that time 
under the able leadership of Transpor
tation Secretary Drew Lewis was due 
in part to Lee and his ability to work 
well with the Congress in getting 
things done. I enjoyed working with 
both of these professionals who be
lieved that getting results was what 
counted. 

The President must have had this in 
mind in February 1983, when he asked 
Lee to move to the troubled Environ
mental Protection Agency to act as 
Acting Assistant Administrator for 
Legislation, including responsibility 
for all external communications for 
the Agency. A month later, Lee was 
appointed Acting Administrator for 
the agency when Anne Burford re
signed. 

As Acting Administrator between 
the terms of Ms. Burford and William 
Ruckelshaus, Lee did a superb job of 
helping to rebuild an agency that had 
been badly mismanaged and demoral
ized. 

Mr. Speaker, the President made an 
excellent choice in his selection of Lee 
for Under Secretary of HUD. I believe 
that Lee has the potential to make 
major contributions in Federal hous
ing. His experience in dealing with 
State and local governments in his 
role as Assistant to the President for 
Intergovernmental Affairs will stand 
him in good stead as he works to im
prove our Nation's cities and commu
nities. 

I hope our congressional colleagues 
in the other body will recognize the 
abilities of Lee Verstandig and provide 
a speedy confirmation of his nomina
tion.• 
e Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
pleasure for me to bring to my col
leagues attention the selection by 
President Reagan of Lee L. Verstandig 
to be the new Under Secretary of the 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

Lee has been one of the bright stars 
in this administration for a long time, 
working effectively in several posi
tions, including heading the Environ
mental Protection Agency during a 
critically important transition period. 

The respect and admiration for this 
valuable public servant is bipartisan 
and widespread in the halls of Con
gress. In fact, Lee worked on Capitol 
Hill before going to the executive 
branch. For 4 years, from 1977 to 1981, 
he was administrative assistant and 
legislative director for Senator John 
Chafee. 
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Prior to that, he had been a college 

professor and administrator in Rhode 
Island for 17 years. I might also add, 
that Dr. Verstandig received his un
dergraduate degree from Franklin and 
Marshall College in my own Common
wealth of Pennsylvania. 

In joining the Department of Hous
ing and Urban Development, Lee will 
be leaving behind an outstanding 
White House record as Assistant to 
the President for Intergovernmental 
Affairs, where he has worked tirelessly 
and effectively to make the views of 
State and local elected officials felt in 
administration decisions on such 
issues as municipal antitrust legisla
tion, the balanced Federal budget 
amendment, and others of special con
cern. 

Prior to becoming the President's 
advisor on State and local governmen
tal matters, Lee served briefly in 1983 
at the Environmental Protection 
Agency both as Acting Assistant Ad
ministrator for Legislation and Acting 
Administrator, filling for 3 months the 
vacancy left by Administrator Anne 
Burford. 

He had been temporarily detailed to 
EPA from the Department of Trans
portation, where he had served Under 
Secretary Drew Lewis as Assistant Sec
retary for Governmental Affairs since 
January 1981. 

Throughout his extensive and varied 
career in Government, Lee Verstandig 
has left an impressive legacy. The De
partment of Housing and Uran Devel
opment is fortunate indeed that the 
President has chosen to give it one of 
his very best.e 
•Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
honored to have this opportunity to 
praise the administration's very excel
lent selection of Lee L. Verstandig to 
serve as Under Secretary of the De
partment of Housing and Urban De
velopment. 

I commend the President on this se
lection, and on his continued reliance 
on Lee Verstandig for important posi
tions in his administration. Few indi
viduals have a record as enviable as 
that compiled by Lee. Before taking 
over as the White House Liaison to 
Local Government on June 1, 1983, he 
served as the Assistant Secretary for 
Governmental Affairs at the Depart
ment of Transportation from 1981 to 
1983, and as Acting Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
for a 3-month period in early 1983. I 
have had the pleasure of working with 
Lee since 1977, when he served as ad
ministrative assistant and legislative 
director for Senator JOHN CHAFEE. 

During his impressive public career, 
Lee Verstandig has earned the respect 
of the executive and legislative 
branches of Government, as well as 
many interest groups and State and 
local governments. 

It has been an honor and a pleasure 
to know and work with Lee, and I am 

very confident that as Under Secre
tary of the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, he will con
tinue to capably serve this country 
and be an outstanding spokesman for 
the Department and the administra
tion. I hope and believe that the 
Senate, charged with his confirmation, 
will think likewise.e 
e Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, May I 
congratulate Lee Verstandig on the 
honor he has received in being select
ed by President Reagan to head up the 
position of Under Secretary of the De
partment of Housing and Urban De
velopment. President Reagan deserves 
congratulations for selecting a man 
with Lee Verstandig's credentials. I 
have been most impressed with Lee's 
enthusiasm for his new extremely im
portant assignment. He succeeds Phil 
Abrams whose shoes will be hard to 
fill. I feel confident in discussions with 
him that Lee will be equal to the chal
lenge as he has been to the many 
other important responsibilities he has 
been asked to undertake. 

In my position on the Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs Committee, 
which has jurisdiction over all Federal 
housing programs, I feel certain he 
will provide the kind of leadership and 
support Secretary Pierce needs in per
forming his awesome responsibilities. 

Lee has certainly earned his reputa
tion for being able to assume difficult 
positions of responsibilities and doing 
them well. I look forward to working 
with Lee on formulative legislation 
recommendations on the Nation's 
housing needs. 

Again, congratulations, Lee, we have 
every confidence in your ability to get 
the job done.e 
e Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I com
mend the President for his selection of 
Lee L. Verstandig to be Under Secre
tary of the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. 

Since leaving the academic life for a 
career of public service, Lee has estab
lished an outstanding record, serving 
both in the legislative and executive 
branches. 

Prior to his appointment as Assist
ant to the President for Intergovern
mental Affairs, Lee served as Acting 
Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency during the interim 
period between Anne Burf ord's depar
ture and Bill Ruckelshaus' arrival. It 
was a critical period and one which re
quired an individual with both the ad
ministrative skills and widespread re
spect enjoyed by Lee Verstandig. 

Before he was detailed by President 
Reagan to EPA, Lee had been an im
portant member of Transportation 
Secretary Drew Lewis' team. He served 
as Assistant Secretary for Governmen
tal Affairs from January 1981 until 
the spring of 1983. 

He directed the Department's activi
ties in its relations with Congress, 
State and local governments, and 

public interest groups. During that 
period he was actively involved in the 
development and passage of the land
mark Surface Transportation Assist
ant Act of 1983 and other important 
transportation legislation. He also 
served as a Member of the Board of 
Directors of Amtrak in 1982. 

Lee had earlier worked on Capitol 
Hill as administrative assistant and 
legislative director for Senator JOHN 
CHAFEE of Rhode Island. 

He is a native of Memphis, TN, and 
spent 17 years in the academic com
munity before starting his career in 
Government. After his tenure as a pro
fessor of history and political science 
and department head at Roger Wil
liams College from 1963 to 1970, Lee 
moved to Brown University, where he 
was associate dean of academic affairs 
from 1970 to 1977. 

Today, Lee Verstandig serves not 
only as the President's chief advisor 
on State and local governmental mat
ters, he also is a member of the Presi
dent's Advisory Commission on Inter
governmental Relations, the White 
House Puerto Rican Task Force, and 
an ad hoc member of the U.S. Treas
ury Department's study group on reve
nue sharing. 

This experienced and capable 
member of the Reagan administration 
will be a solid addition to the Depart
ment of Housing and Urban Develop
ment, and his selection reflects very 
highly on the President.e 
e Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, the 
nomination of Lee L. Verstandig to be 
Under Secretary of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development is 
easily one of President Reagan's finest 
selections. 

The outstanding career of Lee Ver
standig has taken him from the class
rooms of Roger Williams College in 
Providence, RI, through both the leg
islative and executive branches of the 
Federal Government. 

At each juncture along the way, he 
has left his mark in such a distin
guished fashion that today, he is one 
of the most effective and trusted mem
bers of this administration. 

My association with Lee during his 
service as Assistant Secretary for Gov
ernmental Affairs at the Department 
of Transportation gave me the oppor
tunity to observe first-hand his grasp 
of the legislative system, his willing
ness to bridge any gap between admin
istration and congressional legislative 
priorities, and his innate ability to 
master the most difficult tasks. He was 
able to articulate the message of this 
administration in the course of 
strengthening relations with Congress, 
State and local governments, and af
fected interest groups. 

Lee utilized those qualities effective
ly at the Department of Transporta
tion, and again when he served as 
Acting Assistant Administrator for 
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Legislation at the Environmental Pro
tection Agency and as Acting EPA Ad
ministrator during the transition from 
departing Administrator Anne Bur
ford to Bill Ruckelshaus. 

Lee's most recent assignment as As
sistant to the President for Intergov
ernmental Affairs, which he assumed 
on January 1, 1983, has enabled him to 
develop interaction between the White 
House and those in State and local 
government. He has actually met per
sonally with State elected leaders and 
their constituents in their home com
munities. 

As a consequence, he has been able 
to present the views of those State and 
local officials in the administration's 
decisionmaking process on a wide 
range of issues of mutual concern. 

I know that Lee was well trained for 
the outstanding career he has com
piled. Although he is a native of Mem
phis, TN, he was educated at a fine 
Pennsylvania institution, Franklin and 
Marshall College in Lancaster, PA. He 
received his master's degree from the 
University of Tennessee and a Ph.D. 
from Brown University. 

The Department of Housing and 
Urban Development is acquiring the 
services of an outstanding administra
tor in Lee Verstandig, and I wish him 
well in his new duties as Under Secre
tary .e 
e Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, it 
was with great pleasure and satisfac
tion that I learned that Lee L. Ver
standig, formerly Assistant to the 
President for Inter-Governmental Af
fairs, has been nominated by the 
President to serve as Under Secretary 
for the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development. I was delighted 
to receive this news, for I believe quite 
strongly that Lee Verstandig possesses 
the finest talents and skills a man can 
bring to public service. 

A former history and political sci
ence professor at Brown University, 
Mr. Verstandig has served this admin
istration in admirable fashion, first as 
Assistant Secretary for Governmental 
Affairs at the Department of Trans
portation, and most recently as Assist
ant to the President for Inter-Govern
mental Affairs. As author, academic, 
politician, and public servant, Mr. Ver
standig has trained and flourished in 
the fields of history, education, gov
ernment and public administration, 
and he has prepared beyond compari
son for his new responsibilities. 

On a personal note, it has been my 
privilege to have known Lee and his 
lovely and multitalented wife, Toni, 
for the last few years. It is without 
reservation that I inform my col
leagues that Lee Verstandig is as re
sponsive a public servant as any we 
could find in Government. He is pre
cise and expeditious, and I have no 
doubt that he will render the Secre
tary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment enormous service. I would hope 

that his appointment would be rapidly 
confirmed.• 
e Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Speaker, 
President Reagan had made an espe
cially wise choice in his nomination of 
Lee L. Verstandig to be the next 
Under Secretary of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development. 

Lee is certainly no stranger to Cap
itol Hill. Not only did he actually serve 
here for some 4 years as administra
tive assistant and legislative director 
to Senator JOHN CHAFEE, he was con
stantly in touch with Members during 
his tenure as Assistant Secretary for 
Governmental Affairs at the Depart
ment of Transportation. 

In that capacity, he demonstrated to 
those of us on the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee his knowl
edge of transportation policy and his 
ability to work with Congress, as well 
as State and local governments and 
public interest groups, toward a satis
factory resolution of issues and the de
velopment of sound legislation affect
ing our national transportation 
system. 

During his service at DOT, he pro
vided important input . into a number 
of major pieces of legislation, includ
ing the 1982 Surface Transportation 
Assistance Act, which is having such 
far-ranging impact on highway and 
transit programs in this country. 

His contributions to the successful 
administration of Secretary of Trans
portation Drew Lewis were substan
tial, and he strengthened the coopera
tive ties between Congress and the 
White House during his DOT service. 

Recognizing Lee's administrative 
and legislative talents, President 
Reagan temporarily detailed Lee to 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
to help stabilize that beleaguered 
Agency. He served first as Acting Ad
ministrator for Legislation and soon 
thereafter, as Acting Administrator 
following the departure of Anne Bur
ford. Thanks to Lee Verstandig, the 
transition was made far easier for the 
new Administrator, William Ruckels
haus. 

From the EPA, Lee moved to the po
sition of Assistant to the President for 
Inter-Governmental Affairs, where he 
has continued to demonstrate his 
penchant for hard work and effective
ly communicating administration 
policy. He has worked closely with 
Federal department heads and State 
and local governments, developing an 
interaction between both. 

The Department of Housing and 
Urban Development is a huge agency, 
and one which no doubt offers sub
stantial administrative challenges. In 
other words, it is tailor-made for the 
considerable talents of Lee Verstan
dig.e 
e Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, the De
partment of Housing and Urban De
velopment, with the support of my col
leagues in the Senate, will soon receive 

the services of one of the most able 
and valuable experienced public serv
ant this administration has to offer. 
Lee Verstandig, a former history and 
political science professor at Brown 
University, and for the past several 
years public servant for the better
ment of our country, has been nomi
nated by President Reagan for the 
post of Under Secretary of the Depart
ment of Housing and Urban Develop
ment. I highly commend the President 
on his wise selection to fill this post; 
the latest in the President's continu
ous effort to utilize Lee Verstandig in 
positions of importance that make the 
best use of his wide variety of skills. 

Lee has worked closely with the 
senior officials of many of our Federal 
departments and agencies. In 1983, 
Lee assumed the position of Assistant 
to the President for Inter-Governmen
tal Affairs. In this capacity he became 
President Reagan's chief adviser on 
matters concerning State and local 
governments. Lee worked on outreach 
efforts that enabled him to better rep
resent the views of the administration 
and the views of State and local elect
ed officials in a mutual decision
making process on such issues as mu
nicipal antitrust legislation, Federal 
balanced budget amendment, urban 
enterprise zone initiatives, line item 
veto authority and the unitary tax
ation method. 

On February 23, 1983, President 
Reagan temporarily placed Lee Ver
standig in what was perhaps his most 
difficult challenge. The Environmen
tal Protection Agency was undergoing 
a tremendous shakeup. The President 
asked Lee to go to EPA, from the De
partment of Transportation where he 
was Assistant Secretary of Govern
ment Affairs to become acting Assist
ant Administrator for Legislation. It 
was in this capacity that Lee was given 
the responsibility for all external com
munications of the Agency. Just 1 
month later, on March 25, Lee was ap
pointed Acting Administrator of the 
Agency upon Anne Burf ord's resigna
tion. For that 3-month period until 
the confirmation of William Ruckels
haus as full-time Administrator, Lee 
began a slow and painful task, that of 
putting a torn agency back together 
into a very useful and positive form. 

Lee has had an impressive career in 
public service. He has earned the re
spect of those in the Federal Govern
ment, both in the executive and legis
lative branches, as well as those in var
ious interest groups and in State and 
local governments. I am supremely 
confident in Lee's ability to help move 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development forward as he has in the 
other agencies that he has worked for. 

In addition to his other responsibil
ities, Lee is an appointee to the Presi
dent's Advisory Commission on Inter
governmental Relations, the White 
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House Puerto Rican Task Force, and is 
an ad hoc member of the U.S. Treas
ury Department's study group on reve
nue sharing. He even previously sat on 
the Amtrak Board of Directors. 

Lee's service did not start just with 
the administration. His political in
volvement in national Republican 
campaigns goes back to the days of 
Barry Goldwater's candidacy in 1964. 
Lee, who had always been active in 
Rhode Island politics, was the admin
istrative assistant and legislative direc
tor of my friend Senator JOHN CHAFEE. 
Before that, he spent 17 years in the 
education community where he has 
authored a number of books and arti
cles in the areas of government histo
ry, education, and public administra
tion. 

It is always a pleasure to work with 
someone able and competent. It is 
even a greater pleasure to see such an 
individual given a position of responsi
bility where he is an asset to the ad
ministration and the cause of good 
government. I hope and believe that 
my friends and colleagues _ in the 
Senate charged with this confirmation 
will feel likewise.e 

FREE TRADE/FAIR TRADE: 
MYTHS THAT NEED DEBUNKING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GAYDOS] is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, for 
nearly a decade now, the Congression
al Steel Caucus and other groups rep
resenting industries that have been 
driven to the wall by an explosion of 
goods shipped into this country from 
foreign nations have tried to awaken 
our colleagues, various administra
tions, and the American people to the 
threat to our way of life. 

And, today, nearly 10 years later, 
while we still face the danger of indus
trial extinction, we find ourselves di
vided into two camps-the free traders 
and the fair traders. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I stand here to 
tell this body that there is no such 
thing as free trade and that there is 
little chance that we can ever achieve 
any semblance of fair trade. 

Both are myths. I am sure we have 
all heard the expression, "there is no 
free lunch." Well, just as there is no 
free lunch, neither is there any free 
trade. If another nation ships goods to 
the United States that our industries 
don't manufacture and sell here, that's 
not a problem. If American capacity 
isn't adequate to meet domestic needs 
and that gap is filled by goods from 
abroad, that, too, is all right. 

But when other nations see America 
as an open door for all of their excess 
production, whether it be steel, cars, 
shoes, textiles, coal, electronics, and so 
on, down the line of threatened and 
extinct industries, then it does become 

a problem and that's when free trade 
isn't free any more. 

It costs us dearly. It costs us because 
we lose the capacity to increase pro
duction. It costs us because American 
workers lose their jobs and then have 
to depend on public assistance to make 
ends meet until-if they are especially 
lucky-they can find another job or 
get specialized training for jobs in 
some other field. 

It costs us because American cities, 
towns, boroughs, townships, and coun
ties lose the tax revenues they desper
ately need to provide the important 
services needed even more when a 
company closes its doors. 

There is no such thing as free trade. 
Consumer groups claim that America's 
open door policy is good because 
American buyers can obtain goods at 
lower prices. That's fine, but if Ameri
cans are out of work, they don't have 
the money to buy any goods, whether 
domestic or imported. 

The free traders are telling us that 
as a "national policy" industries else
where around the world, especially in 
developing nations that need · funds to 
repay big loans, are more important 
than our own businesses and indus
tries. 

The free traders are living in the 
past, a time when nations supposedly 
traded that which they could produce 
more cheaply and more efficiently 
than any other nation. 

That system doesn't exist any more. 
Yes; it is true that some of the devel
oping nations are more competitive 
than we are because their plants and 
mills are newer and more efficient and 
their workers produce more for less in 
wages. 

Is it a crime for America to say no to 
accepting their products because our 
industries are older and our workers 
have achieved a higher wage and 
better standard of living? Are we sup
posed to just junk all of that? 

Where do we draw the line? When 
do we say enough is enough? At what 
point in time will we recognize that 
this so-called ideal of free trade really 
isn't free? 

In 1982, 525,000 jobs were created in 
this country by foreign trade. Not bad, 
the free traders are likely to say. But, 
before you jump for joy, here's the 
other side of the coin. In 1982, just 
over 1.1 m1llion jobs were destroyed 
because of foreign trade. 

Overall, the net loss for 1982 was 
584,000 jobs. More than a half m1llion 
jobs down the tubes. But that's not all. 
Those workers also have fam111es so 
the real number of people affected by 
those job losses could be considerably 
higher, as much as double. 

What's more, 1982, by comparison to 
import levels in 1983 and 1984, wasn't 
even a big year. 

Just look at the steel industry. In 
1975, 457,000 people were employed. In 
1984, that number had been cut to 

236,000. In recent weeks, other events 
have occurred which will reduce those 
numbers even more. Wheeling-Pitts
burgh Steel has filed for bankruptcy 
under chapter 11. Sharon Steel is in 
trouble. LTV Steel is regrouping its 
steel operations into three separate 
profit centers and laying off 1,300 
workers by closing its Aliquippa works. 

And just last week, National Steel, 
which gained some notoriety about a 
year ago when it was partially ac
quired by a Japanese partner, Nippon 
Kokan, announced it would be trim
ming its work force by as much as 20 
percent over the next 3 years as part 
of a cost-cutting strategy. In simple 
terms, that means that as many as 
2,500 salaried and hourly jobs, of the 
12,500 employees, will have disap
peared by 1988. 

So don't tell me about "free" trade. 
There is no such thing. And we had 
better not forget that if we give a 
piece of the American market, in steel 
or any other kind of goods or commod
ities, it will cost us. 

Now we come to fair trade. I have 
been and am a proponent of fair trad
ing practices. But I have also come to 
the realization that it is a goal that 
will be difficult, at best, to achieve. 

The problem is that we really don't 
have any club to hang over the head 
of a nation that is unfairly trading its 
goods. And, even if we did have the 
club, it's most unlikely that it would 
be used. 

Let me give an idea of what I mean. 
And, since I am most familiar with 
steel, I'll use that as my example. 

Every country in the world, or at 
least it seems so, feels it must have a 
steel industry in order to be recognized 
as a nation of substance. It doesn't 
necessarily mean that country needs a 
steel plant or steel industry, only that 
it feels it must have one. 

Coupled with that desire is the as
sistance from organizations such as 
the World Bank and the Export
Import Bank which then lend the 
funds to this nation to build the indus
try. Now that in itself wouldn't be so 
bad if it wasn't for two facts. First, 
that most of the money being lent 
comes from the United States. So, in 
effect, we are providing funds to some 
nation to build an industry that in a 
very short period of time w111 be com
peting with our own industry. And, 
second, the money is lent to a foreign 
government, not private industry, so 
we know it is a government-owned or 
supported steel program. 

But, getting back to our original sce
nario, country "A" develops its steel 
industry. During the early stages of 
the development, the country puts 
severe restrictions on steel imports, ar
guing that its domestic industry needs 
time to bloom and that its production 
will be used solely for its domestic 
needs. 
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Right away, there's an impact. An 

export market is shut off to other 
steelmakers, including those from the 
United States. That means that coun
tries producing excess steel strictly for 
export have to find another market. 

And where do they look? Right here 
at the good old United States of Amer
ica. Because of our open door policy, 
the steel comes pouring in. 

Now let's return to country "A" 
which has just started its steel indus
try. As it builds its level of capacity, it 
finds it is making more steel and steel 
products than could ever be used in its 
own market. The country also realizes 
that in order to pay off the loans, it 
has to begin exporting as a means of 
reducing debt. 

So, the country leaders start think
ing, we're making more steel than we 
need, let's export steel. We don't have 
to make a profit on it, because any
thing we clear will be to our benefit. 
Besides, our labor costs are so much 
cheaper, we can ship our excess steel 
to the United States and, even with 
the shipping costs, we can undercut 
the price of American steel. 

Of course, in the meantime, we have 
to protect our steel industry and other 
ones as well, because otherwise we'll 
never reach the standard of living we 
want. Therefore, we'll continue 
quotas, tariffs, and the hidden barriers 
we need to keep the goods from other 
countries out. Besides, even if some 
American goods come in, they'll be too 
expensive for our people and those 
goods won't be in tune with our cultur
al traits and patterns. 

I know that some of you listening to 
this scenario think it's a joke, a fanta
sy. I only wish it were. 

Some 59 nations in the world today 
manufacture steel and a few others 
take raw steel and fabricate it into 
other products. In 1983, 24 nations ex
ported steel to the United States. Not 
too bad. 1983 was a bad year for im
ports, reaching a market penetration 
level of 20.5 percent. 

Last year, 1984, 66 nations exported 
steel and/ or steel products to the 
United States and by year's end the 
import penetration of the U.S. market 
was 26.4 percent and there were a 
couple of months when the penetra
tion level surpassed the 30 percent 
mark. 

And that's just steel. Import shares 
of the textile market are growing rap
idly! And in the shoe industry, imports 
account for nearly 70 percent of the 
domestic market. 

So, my friends, just as there is no 
free trade, there is no fair trade 
either. Those nations that export steel 
to us and close off their markets to 
American goods genuinely believe that 
their markets are open to our goods. 

And, even if they did open their 
markets totally, I don't believe it 
would make a material difference in 
America's trade imbalance. We're just 

not going to be able to sell enough 
beef, citrus, and other farm products 
to balance out the levels of imports in 
steel, automobiles, coal, and other 
goods that carry much bigger values. 

So at the same time these countries, 
such as country "A" that I created, are 
subsidizing their industrial develop
ment, even to the point of national 
ownership, they are also dumping 
their products here at below cost 
prices. 

These below cost and subsidized 
goods are too attractive for American 
consumers, whether individuals or 
businesses, to pass up and the end 
result is that American manufacturers 
lose another share of these own do
mestic market, lose the capacity to 
produce, and lose workers. 

This, naturally, opens the door for 
more imported goods and so on, more 
capacity shut down and jobs lost and 
more imports to take up the slack. 

Believe me, it's a vicious circle and a 
never-ending one and, if nothing else, 
it proves the point that what does 
around, comes around. 

So, if we really want to be honest 
with ourselves, we'll all admit that 
there is neither free trade nor fair 
trade. All we have to do is read the 
papers, listen, and watch radio, and 
television news to know that we have a 
serious problem. 

And this problem truly needs our at
tention. It's just not going to go away 
by itself. W~ have to act! We have to 
determine our own fate. 

Thus far, the present administra
tion, like so many others before it, 
isn't willing to take the drastic, but 
necessary, steps we should be taking. 

You know what I'm talking about
real, hard quotas. 

We had an opportunity last year to 
pass the Fair Trade In Steel Act which 
would have set a 15 percent quota on 
steel products. The International 
Trade Commission found that import
ed steel was causing severe damage to 
the steel industry and recommended 
to the administration that quotas and 
tariffs were an answer. 

Well, we all know what the adminis
tration came up with-voluntary re
straint agreements. We were going to 
be nice and ask those countries that 
have poured steel into ours at increas
ing rates to sit down and hammer out 
agreements that would allow them to 
share a portion of our market. 

The share of the American market 
we are giving away, according to ad
ministration hopes, will be about 181/a 
percent. In reality, it's likely to be 
somewhat larger, probably closer to 22 
or 23 percent. So far, the penetration 
level has dropped for each month of 
this year-30.9 percent in January; 
27 .1 percent in February; 24.5 percent 
in March; and 23.2 percent in April. 
But, even with decreasing percentages, 
for the first 4 months of 1985, steel 
imports captured 26.5 percent of the 

American market-a far cry from the 
administration's projections. 

Well, the people at the U.S. Trade 
Representative's Office are developing 
those agreements. Right now, 11 
agreements have been signed, three 
more are close to being signed and 
others are being negotiated. 

I'm not overly satisfied with the 
process. I believe that in the long run, 
it is not going to work out as success
fully as many believe. I hope the 
agreements work, but I have my 
doubts. 

I still believe quotas are the way to 
go. Not voluntary agreements, just 
hard and fast quotas. 

I believe the ITC has come up with a 
novel twist on quotas that could re
solve a lot of concerns. In its decision 
last week to recommend quotas on 
shoe imports, the ITC suggested that 
quotas on different kinds of shoes 
should be set and then sold to the 
highest bidder. 

In other words, the exporting coun
tries would be bidding against each 
other for a specific share of a guaran
teed market in the United States. 

The money earned would go a long 
way toward reducing the trade deficit 
as well as our budget deficit as it is ex
pected that such a plan would bring in 
several hundred million dollars a year 
for the U.S. Treasury. 

Those dollars, in addition, could be a 
big help in providing job retraining for 
the 13,000 men and women who lost 
the shoe industry jobs just last year. 

Imagine the financial resources if 
the same were done for steel, automo
biles, coal, textiles, electronics, and 
anything else. 

No hard-to-develop formulas, such as 
trigger price mechanisms, duties, or 
hidden barriers. No fooling around 
with long, drawn-out negotiations. 
And much less of a problem in control
ling the flow of imports. If a country 
violates the import share it won 
through the bidding process, it forfeits 
its share for the year and the other 
successful bidders can rebid to pick up 
the balance. 

It seems to be a simpler approach. 
For certain, it is a surer approach. And 
I would advise the President and his 
advisers to give it considerable 
thought. 

Given this administration's thinking 
on trade, though, I am afraid this rec
ommendation by the ITC will go the 
same way as the ITC recommendation 
on steel last summer. 

This administration still believes in 
free trade, something that no longer 
exists, if it ever did. We, the American 
people, especially those whose jobs 
have been lost forever because of in
creasing imports, know that there is 
no free lunch and there is no free 
trade. 

It's time to end the charade, It's 
time to take charge of our destiny. 
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In the Book of Five Rings, Mi Ya 

Moto Musashi, a samurai who lived in 
the late 1500's and early 1600's, sug
gests that in a battle or individual 
combat, it is always best to let your 
opponent commit himself to a tactic 
before counterattacking. 

Well, we have let our opponents 
commit themselves. They are commit
ted to winning the lion's share of the 
American market in as many products 
as they can. 

Up to now, we have not taken action 
except in rare cases and with tactics 
that must amuse our opponents. 

Now is the time to change that. Ac
cepting that free trade and fair trade 
are myths, we should be in a better po
sition to decide on our tactics and to 
implement them successfully on 
behalf of the American people. 

0 2010 
HIJACKING OF FLIGHT 847 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Connecticut CMr. McKIN· 
NEY] is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
odyssey of TWA Flight 847 has left 
this Congressman utterly frustrated 
and outraged. Who would have 
thought that a routine flight in West
ern Europe would turn out to be a first 
class seat to Beirut's current state of 
anarchy? The United States, the 
world's most powerful democracy, 
should not be vulnerable to such ter
rorism. Yet airport security shortcom
ings in Athens, of which our Govern
ment was fully aware, have led us to 
another sensitive situation wherein 
American lives are jeopardized because 
of uncontrolled tensions in the Mid
east. And in its potential for interna
tional conflict, this most recent act of 
terrorism ranks high. 

While we cannot rewrite history, we 
can work to ensure that terrorists will 
not board our airplanes with lethal 
weapons. To do this, we must put into 
place a travel suspension mechanism 
to ensure that airports around the 
world are operated with the utmost at
tention to passenger safety. Today I 
am introducing legislation, the Anti
Hijacking Amendments Act of 1985, 
designed to show other nations we will 
not tolerate inadequate security meas
ures. 

My legislation includes the following 
provisions: 

One, upon the hijacking of an Amer
ican plane, the Secretary of the De
partment of Transportation CDOTJ 
would be directed to immediately sus
pend all U.S. airlines from landing in 
the nation from which the hijacked 
plane departed, and direct travel from 
said nation to U.S. airports would be 
halted; 

Two, if within 48 hours the nation in 
question has not taken steps to tight
en security at the airport where the 

incident occurred, the DOT Secretary, 
in consultation with the Secretary of 
State, would prohibit all foreign com
mercial airlines, which have stops in 
said nation, from landing in the 
United States; and 

Three, once the airport where the 
hijacking occurred is adequately se
cured against any future hijacking at
tempts, the DOT Secretary may re
scind the above restrictions. 

In addition, existing mechanisms 
within DOT's Office of Civil Aviation 
Security that review foreign airports 
and advise foreign authorities of the 
effectiveness of their security oper
ations would be strengthened as fol
lows: 

First, if a foreign nation's airports 
do not meet our security standards to 
the satisfaction of the DOT Secretary 
within 30 days after being warned of 
security violations, the DOT Secretary 
would have full power to suspend U.S. 
carrier travel to and from that na
tion's airports and to impose restric
tions on the operations of the nation's 
air carriers. 

Second, when advised by the Office 
of Civil Aviation Security of such un
corrected security violations, the DOT 
Secretary must report within 15 days 
to the appropriate House and Senate 
committees all actions taken to 
remedy the situation. 

Some may call this approach draco
nian. However, war in the Middle East 
or any other region of the world would 
be vastly more draconian. Passage of 
such a measure would be a significant 
step toward curbing terrorism which 
exploits lax security, by assuring that 
nations whose airports are inadequate
ly secured would cease to reap the 
benefits of American dollars. I urge 
my colleagues to join me in this much
needed reform of our overly tolerant 
policies toward nations that allow 
tragedies such as TWA Flight 847 to 
occur. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. STRANG <at the request of Mr. 

MICHEL), for today, after 2 p.m., on ac
count of knee injury. 

Mrs. BENTLEY <at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL), for today, on account of at
tendance at a funeral. 

Mr. KLECZKA <at the request of Mr. 
WRIGHT), for today, until 5 p.m., on ac
count of a death in the family. 

Mr. SOLOMON <at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL), for today, on account of ill
ness. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to address the House, following the 
legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered, was granted 
to: 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. COBEY) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. SNYDER, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. MADIGAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. McKINNEY, for 10 minutes, 

today. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. FRANK) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. GLICKMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PEASE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PANETTA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. RAY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GONZALEZ, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. GONZALEZ, for 60 minutes, June 

19. 
Mr. GONZALEZ, for 60 minutes, June 

20. 
Mr. BUSTAMANTE, for 10 minutes, 

June 19. 
Mr. PEASE, for 5 minutes, June 19. 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota, for 60 

minutes, June 21. 
Mr. FRANK, for 60 minutes, June 20. 
Mr. GEPHARDT, for 60 minutes, June 

26. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

Mr. SEIBERLING, and to include extra
neous material, during debate on H.R. 
1872, Defense Authorization Act for 
fiscal year 1986, in the Committee of 
the Whole, today. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. COBEY) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. COURTER. 
Mr. McCAIN in two instances. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. 
Mr. WORTLEY in five instances. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. 
Mr. DAUB in two instances. 
Mr. GOODLING. 
Mr. HYDE in two instances. 
Mr. KOLBE in three instances. 
Mr. RITTER in two instances. 
Mr. DAVIS. 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. 
Mr. KEMP in two instances. 
Mr. SHUSTER. 
Mr. MOLINARI. 
Mr. ROGERS. 
Mr. GILMAN in two instances. 
Mr. GALLO. 
Mr. GUNDERSON. 
Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. 
Mr. MCCOLLUM. 
Mr. CHENEY. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. FRANK) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. WAXMAN. 
Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. 
Mr. BEDELL. 
Mr. UDALL. 
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Mr. EDWARDS of California in two in-

stances. 
Mr. LEVINE of California. 
Mr. YATRON. 
Mr. VENTO in two instances. 
Mr. LAFALCE. 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. 
Mr. LELAND. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. 
Ms. 0AKAR. 
Mr. HUBBARD. 
Mr. BONER of Tennessee in two in-

stances. 
Mr. WISE. 
Mr. CLAY. 
Mr. SMITH of Florida. 
Mr. SYNAR. 
Mr. LUNDINE. 
Mr. FLORIO. 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. 
Mr. BERMAN. 
Mr. SCHUMER. 
Mr. SCHEUER. 
Mr. HA YES in two instances. 
Mr. MINETA. 
Mr. MILLER of California. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 

Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the Commit
tee on House Administration, reported 
that that committee had examined 
and found truly enrolled a joint reso
lution of the House of the following 
title, which was thereupon signed by 
the Speaker: 

H.J. Res. 211. Joint resolution to recognize 
the pause for the Pledge of Allegiance as 
part of National Flag Day activities. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly <at 8 o'clock and 14 minutes 
p.m.) the House adjourned until to
morrow, Wednesday, June 19, 1985, at 
lOa.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1525. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmit
ting the annual report of operations, pursu
ant to the act of September 21, 1950, chap
ter 967, section 2<17<a»; to the Committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

1526. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
D.C. Act 6-46, "Closing of a Public Alley in 
Square 432, S.O. 84-140, Act of 1985," and 
report, pursuant to Public Law 93-198, sec
tion 602<c>; to the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

1527. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting notice of proposed 
annual funding priority for innovative pro
grams for severely handicapped children, 
pursuant to GEPA, section 431<d><I> <88 
Stat. 567; 90 Stat. 2231; 95 Stat. 453); to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

1528. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting a report on final regula
tions in connection with administration of 
education programs, pursuant to GEPA, sec
tion 43l<d><I> <88 Stat. 567; 90 Stat. 2231; 95 
Stat. 453 >; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

1529. A letter from the Secretary of 
Energy, transmitting a report on retail gas 
utility rates, pursuant to Public Law 95-617, 
section 309Cb>; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

1530. A letter from the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting 
the fourth annual report on activities of the 
National Institute of Arthritis, Diabetes, 
and Digestive and Kidney Diseases, pursu
ant to PHSA, section 434<e> (88 Stat. 2224; 
94 Stat. 3185>; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

1531. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Trade Commission, transmitting a report on 
current practices and methods of cigarette 
advertising and promotion, pursuant to 15 
U.S.C. 1337<b>; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

1532. A letter from the Comptroller, De
partment of State, transmitting a report on 
the obligation of funds for international 
narcotics control, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
229l<b><U; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

1533. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting the International Tropi
cal Timber Agreement, 1983, pursuant to 1 
U.S.C. 112b<a>; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

1534. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Legislative and Intergov
ernmental Affairs, transmitting a report on 
human rights in countries receiving security 
assistance, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2304Cb>; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1535. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Legislative and Intergov
ernmental Affairs, transmitting a report on 
political contributions for Richard R. Burt 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of America 
to the Federal Republic of Germany, pursu
ant to 22 U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

1536. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of Health, Department of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting a report 
on an altered system of records in the St. 
Elizabeths Hospital financial system, pursu
ant to 5 U.S.C. 552a<o>: to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

1537. A letter from the Chairman, Navajo 
Hopi Indian Relocation Commission, trans
mitting the ninth annual report of the com
mission, pursuant to Public Law 95-531, sec
tion 12(1) <94 Stat. 932>: to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1538. A letter from the Assistant Adminis
trator for Legislative Affairs, National Aero
nautics and Space Administration, transmit
ting corrections to the executive communi
cation about the use of funds to extend the 
Easter Island runway <EC1345), pursuant to 
Public Law 98-361, section 103; to the Com
mittee on Science and Technology. 

1539. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting a report about con
solidating land ownership in the Cook Inlet 
region, pursuant to Public Law 97-468, sec
tion 606<d><5>; jointly, to the Committees on 
Energy and Commerce and Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

1540. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a 
report entitled: "Effects of the 1980 Multi-

employer Pension Plan Amendments Act 
Plan Participants' Benefits" <GAO/HRD-
85-58>; jointly, to the Committees on Gov
ernment Operations, Education and Labor, 
and Ways and Means. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 201. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of H.R. 1383, a bill to 
direct the Secretary of Agriculture to take 
certain actions to improve the productivity 
of American farmers, and for other pur
poses. <Rept. No. 99-173). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. ST GERMAIN: Committee on Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs. H.R. 2707. 
A bill to authorize certain interstate acquisi
tions of depository institutions; with an 
amendment <Rept. No. 99-174). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. ST GERMAIN: Committee on Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs. H.R. 20. A 
bill to amend the definition of a bank for 
purposes of the Bank Holding Company Act 
of 1956; with amendments <Rept. No. 99-
175). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

REPORTED BILLS 
SEQUENTIALLY REFERRED 

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and 
reports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows: 

Mr. DELLUMS: Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. H.R. 2776. A bill to 
amend the District of Columbia Stadium 
Act of 1957 to direct the Secretary of the In
terior to convey title to the Robert F. Ken
nedy Memorial Stadium to the District of 
Columbia; referred to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs for a period 
ending not later than June 19, 1985, for con
sideration of such provisions of the bill as 
fall within the jurisdiction of that commit
tee pursuant to clause HI>, Rule X <Rept. 
No. 99-176, pt. I>. Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
f erred as follows: 

By Mr. FLORIO <for himself, Mr. 
RICHARDSON, Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mr. 
SIKORSKI): 

H.R. 2780. A bill to amend the Compre
hensive Environmental Response, Compen
sation, and Liability Act of 1980, and for 
other purposes; divided and referred as fol
lows: Titles I and II, jointly, to the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce and the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transportation: 
title III to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce; and title IV to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ANDERSON <for himself, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, and Mrs. SCHROEDER): 
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H.R. 2781. A bill to amend the Federal 

Aviation Act of 1958, relating to aircraft 
piracy, to provide a method for combating 
terrorism, and for other purposes; jointly, to 
the Committees on Foreign Affairs, the Ju
diciary, and Public Works and Transporta
tion. 

By Mr. GILMAN: 
H.R. 2782. A bill to authorize assistance 

for famine prevention in Africa; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. DINGELL: 
H.R. 2783. A bill to amend the Securities 

Exchange Act of 1934 to prohibit the trad
ing on certain exchanges and markets of 
nonvoting shares and shares carrying dis
proportionate voting rights; to the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. KASTENMEIER: 
H.R. 2784. A bill to amend title 17, United 

States Code, to create a Copyright Royalty 
Court, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ST GERMAIN (for himself 
and Mr. WYLIE) (by request>: 

H.R. 2785. A bill to combat money laun
dering; jointly, to the Committees on Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs and the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. ST GERMAIN <for himself, 
Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. WYLIE, Mr. 
FISH, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. SHAW, Mr. 
GEKAS, Mr. WORTLEY, and Mr. 
McKINNEY) (by request>: 

H.R. 2786. A bill to amend title 12, title 18, 
and title 31 of the United States Code relat
ing to money laundering and for other pur
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs and the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. ADDABBO (for himself and 
Mr. MITCHELL): 

H.R. 2787. A bill to extend through fiscal 
year 1988 SBA pilot programs under section 
8 of the Small Business Act; to the Commit
tee on Small Business. 

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself and Mr. 
HEFTEL of Hawaii): 

H.R. 2788. A bill to amend the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 197 4 to 
permit the consideration of certain counties 
in the State of Hawaii for assistance under 
the Urban Development Action Grant Pro
gram; to the Committee on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mrs. BYRON: 
H.R. 2789. A bill to provide that the penal

ty tax under section 4945 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 shall not apply to cer
tain organizations solely by reason of the 
failure to receive advance approval of proce
dures for making scholarship grants; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CHENEY (for himself, Mr. 
MARLENEE, Mr. STUMP, Mr. STRANG, 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, 
Mr. SKEEN, Mr. ROBERT F. SMITH, 
Mr. CRAIG, Mr. COELHO, Mr. HANSEN, 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. MONSON, 
Mr. NIELSON of Utah, Mr. KOLBE, 
Mr. LUJAN, Mr. PASHAYAN, Mr. 
KRAMER, Mr. LoEFFLER, Mr. McCAIN, 
Mr. DENNY SMITH, Mr. BROWN of 
Colorado, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. ROBERTS, 
Mr. STANGELAND, and Mr. RUDD): 

H.R. 2790. A bill to make permanent the 
formula for determining fees for the grazing 
of livestock on public lands; to the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of California (for 
himself, Mr. MILLER of California, 
Mr. LEVINE of California, and Mr. 
COATS): 

H.R. 2791. A bill to improve the enforce
ment of child abuse laws; jointly, to the 

Committees on Energy and Commerce, the 
Judiciary, and Education and Labor. 

By Mr.KEMP: 
H.R. 2792. A bill to amend titles II and 

XVIII of the Social Security Act to remove 
the operations of the Social Security trust 
funds from the unified budget of the United 
States, and to authorize the appointment of 
two additional trustees to the boards of 
trustees of such trust funds; jointly, to the 
Committees on Ways and Means and 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. LEHMAN of Florida <for him
self and Mr. RANGEL): 

H.R. 2793. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to modify the deduc
tion for adoption expenses, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. McKINNEY: 
H.R. 2794. A bill entitled: "The Anti-Hi

jacking Amendments Act of 1985"; to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

By Mr. MADIGAN (for himself, Mr. 
DE LA GARZA, Mr. COELHO, Mr. MAR
LENEE, Mr. SCHUETTE, Mr. ROBERT F. 
SMITH, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. MORRISON 
of Washington, Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. COM
BEST, Mr. CHAPPIE, Mr. EVANS of 
Iowa, Mr. OLIN, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 
LIGHTFOOT, and Mrs. MARTIN of Illi
nois): 

H.R. 2795. A bill to provide for a study of 
the use of unleaded fuel in agricultural ma
chinery, and for other purposes; jointly, to 
the Committees on Agriculture and Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. MINETA (for himself, Mr. 
HOWARD, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. HAMMER
SCHMIDT, Mr. OBERSTAR, and Mr. 
GINGRICH): 

H.R. 2796. A bill to improve security 
standards for international air transporta
tion; to the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. MOLINARI (for himself and 
Mr. ROEMER): 

H.R. 2797. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to create a new Federal crimi
nal offense of treasonous espionage, consist
ing of the unauthorized disclosure of classi
fied information detrimental to the national 
security for profit; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MONTGOMERY: 
H.R. 2798. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to prohibit discrimination in 
employment because of the status of certain 
individuals as a member of a Reserve com
ponent of the Armed Forces or as a member 
of the National Guard; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. PARRIS. 
H.R. 2799. A bill to amend the Federal 

Aviation Act of 1958 to require the suspen
sion of air service between the United States 
and any foreign nation that does not imple
ment aviation security measures equal to 
those in effect at domestic airports; to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

By Mr. SCHEUER (for himself, Mr. 
FuQUA, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. WALKER, Mr. 
NELSON of Florida, and Mrs. SCHNEI
DER): 

H.R. 2800. A bill to provide authorization 
of appropriations for activities under the 
Land Remote-Sensing Commercialization 
Act of 1984; to the Committee on Science 
and Technology. 

By Mr. SUNDQUIST: 
H.R. 2801. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, for the purpose of establishing 

a discounted sales program of homes held 
by the Veterans' Administration for an ex
tended period; to the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself, 
Mr. FLORIO, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. 
FuQUA, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. LUGAN, and 
Mrs. ScHNEIDER): 

H.R. 2802. A bill to amend the Compre
hensive Environmental Response, Compen
sation, and Liability Act of 1980 to author
ize a program of research, development and 
demonstration for innovative or experimen
tal treatment technologies for use in reme
dial actions; jointly, to the Committees on 
Energy and Commerce, Public Works and 
Transportation, and Science and Technolo
gy. 

By Mr. WATKINS: 
H.R. 2803. A bill to transfer the adminis

tration of certain conservation programs 
from the Farmers Home Administration to 
the Soil Conservation Service, to establish 
the . Rural Development Administration 
within the Department of Agriculture, to 
transfer the administration of rural housing 
programs from the Farmers Home Adminis
tration to the Rural Development Adminis
tration, to provide that the Farmers Home 
Administration shall be known as the Farm 
Administration, and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committees on Agriculture 
and Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Florida: 
H.R. 2804. A bill to amend section 700 of 

title 18, United States Code, relating to 
desecration of the flag of the United States; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FUQUA: 
H.J. Res. 318. Joint resolution to designate 

July 20, 1985, as "Space Exploration Day"; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mrs. COLLINS: 
H. Res. 202. Resolution to commend the 

Society of Real Estate Appraisers on the oc
casion of its golden anniversary; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. GOODLING: 
H. Res. 203. Resolution to honor the mem

bers of the Airborne Ranger companies who 
served in the Korean War; to the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. ST GERMAIN: 
H. Res. 204. Resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that 
hearings should be held to review the imple
mentation of Federal laws designed to 
ensure that each region of the United 
States has an adequate reserve of crude oil, 
residual fuel oil, and refined petroleum 
products; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo
rials were presented and ref erred as 
follows: 

0166. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
legislature of the State of Nevada, relative 
to defense; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

0167. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of Colorado, relative to Fair Labor 
Standards Act; to the Committee on Educa
tion and Labor. 

0168. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of California, relative to the 
school lunch program; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 
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0169. Also, memorial of the legislature of 

the State of Maine, relative to seat belts; to 
the Commitee on Energy and Commerce. 

0170. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of California, relative to famine 
relief to Ethiopia; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

171. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of Colorado, relative to the deficit; 
to the Committee ~ on Government Oper
ations. 

172. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of Nevada, relative to public 
schools; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

173. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of Nevada, relative to Federal 
lands; to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

17 4. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of Nevada, relative to the line 
item veto; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

175. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of Colorado, relative to the Na
tion's highway-bridge infrastructure; to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

176. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of South Carolina, relative to the 
construction trades; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

177. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of South Carolina, relative to tex
tiles; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

178. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of Nevada, relative to suicide 
among youth; jointly, to the Committees on 
Education and Labor and Energy and Com
merce. 

179. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of Nevada, relative to wild horses 
and burros on public lands; jointly, to the 
Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs 
and Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 2: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mr. OLIN, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. AN
DREWS, and Mr. MARLENEE. 

H.R. 187: Mr. GINGRICH. 
H.R. 704: Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. DELAY, Mr. 

FRosT, Mr. ARCHER, and Mr. McEWEN. 
H.R. 712: Mr. KOLTER, Mr. BURTON of Indi-

ana, and Mr. SILJANDER. 
H.R. 796: Mr. GILMAN. 
H.R. 885: Mr. SAVAGE. 
H.R. 935: Mr. CROCKETT, Mrs. BURTON of 

California, Mr. BILIRAKIS, and Mr. McEWEN. 
H.R. 963: Mr. ACKERMAN and Mr. HEFTEL 

of Hawaii. 
H.R. 964: Mr. COOPER. 
H.R. 965: Mr. ACKERMAN and Mr. HEFTEL 

of Hawaii. 
H.R. 966: Mr. ACKERMAN and Mr. HEFTEL 

of Hawaii. 
H.R. 1002: Mr. STANGELAND. 
H.R. 1017: Mr. LoTT. 
H.R. 1059: Mrs. HOLT. 
H.R. 1090: Mr. WIRTH and Mr. DURBIN. 
H.R. 1161: Mr. CONTE and Mr. RIDGE. 
H.R. 1188: Mr. SHELBY, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. 

HUNTER, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. NIELSON of Utah, 
Mr. WHITEHURST, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. BATE
MAN, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. DEWINE, 
and Mr. LoTT. 

H.R. 1345: Mr. BADHAM. 
H.R. 1441: Mr. WILSON. 
H.R. 1523: Mr. SYNAR, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. 

CLINGER, Mr. FRANK, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. 
PERKINS, Mr. CROCKETT, and Mr. HOYER. 

H.R. 1524: Mr. CARPER, Mr. NOWAK, Mr. 
LELAND, Mr. SLATTERY, Mrs. SCHNEIDER, Mr. 
RINALDO, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. AsPIN, Mr. 
SAXTON, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. HOWARD, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
WEAVER, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. LUNDINE, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. 
HAMILTON, and Mr. PERKINS. 

H.R. 1550: Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. VOLKMER, 
and Mr. DAUB. 

H.R. 1565: Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 
H.R. 1566: Mr. GLICKMAN. 
H.R. 1567: Mr. GLICKMAN. 
H.R. 1591: Mr. DURBIN, Mr. DENNY SMITH, 

and Mr. HUBBARD. 
H.R. 1616: Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. 

LELAND, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. DIXON, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. 
WALGREN, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. MORRISON of 
Connecticut, and Mr. RoE. 

H.R. 1769: Mr. STALLINGS. 
H.R. 1811: Mr. STUMP and Mr. ECKERT of 

New York. 
H.R. 1844: Mr. ROE, Mr. STOKES, Mr. DEL

LUMS, and Mr. GONZALEZ. 
H.R. 1893:· Mr. COBEY, Mr. QUILLEN, and 

Mr. FAWELL. 
H.R. 1901: Mr. OXLEY, Mr. PENNY, Mr. 

KOLTER, Mr. COATS, Mr. LoEFFLER, Mr. MOL
LOHAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. 
STAGGERS, Mr. BROWN of California, and Mr. 
MONSON. 

H.R. 1907: Mr. DELAY. 
H.R. 1908: Mr. STUMP. 
H.R. 1923: Mr. FRANK. 
H.R. 2003: Mr. RINALDO and Mr. WIRTH. 
H.R. 2015: Mrs. BENTLEY. 
H.R. 2034: Mr. MINETA. 
H.R. 2071: Mr. DOWDY of Mississippi. 
H.R. 2078: Mr. SILJANDER, Mr. MONSON, 

Mr. BARTON of Texas, and Mr. WILSON. 
H.R. 2080: Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. GONZALEZ, 

Mr. HUBBARD, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. UDALL, and 
Mr. DASCHLE. 

H.R. 2119: Mr. FEIGHAN and Mr. PARRIS. 
H.R. 2226: Mr. COUGHLIN. 
H.R. 2235: Mr. DELLUMS and Mr. CONYERS. 
H.R. 2262: Mr. BORSKI and Mr. TORRI-

CELLI. 
H.R. 2337: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 2361: Mr. BORSKI, Mr. LUNDINE, Mr. 

RANGEL, Mr. HAWKINS, and Mr. MITCHELL. 
H.R. 2398: Mr. DEWINE, Mr. STALLINGS, 

and Mr. FRENZEL. 
H.R. 2457: Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. 

NEAL, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. FROST, 
Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. HOYER, Mr. EVANS of Illi
nois, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. OWENS, Mr. MRAZEK, 
Mr. CROCKETT, Mr. HEFTEL of Hawaii, Mr. 
LAFALCE, Mr. GARCIA, Mr. REID, Mr. MARTI
NEZ, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. OAKAR, 
Mr. COYNE, Mr. FuSTER, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. 
DYMALLY, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. BURTON of Califor
nia, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. LELAND, Mr. HAYES, 
Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. TALLON, Mr. FRANK, Mr. 
RAHALL, Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. WHEAT, 
Mr. STOKES, Mr. RoE, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. 
WOLPE, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
MORRISON of Connecticut, Mr. ANDREWS, 
Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. ENGLISH, Mrs. BoxER, Mrs. 
BOGGS, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. FISH, and Mr. MITCH
ELL. 

H.R. 2554: Mr. TALLON, Mr. KRAMER, Mr. 
DELLUMS, Mr. NEAL, and Mr. BORSKI. 

H.R. 2560: Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. 
H.R. 2567: Mr. FAZIO, Mr. ECKART of Ohio, 

Mr. TOWNS, Mr. DIXON, Mr. KASTENMEIER, 
Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MATSUI, 
Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. GONZALEZ, and Mr. 
GARCIA. 

H.R. 2584: Mr. KOLTER. 
H.R. 2588: Mr. LENT, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. 

OBERSTAR, Mr. FRosT, Mr. BEVILL, Mrs. COL
LINS, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. VALEN-

TINE, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. O'BRIEN, 
Mr. LoWERY of California, Mr. APPLEGATE, 
Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. BREAUX, 
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. 
ANDREWS, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. CONTE, Mr. 
DANIEL, Mr. COELHO, and Mr. PORTER. 

H.R. 2597: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. McGRATH, and 
Mr. FISH. 

H.R. 2602: Mr. WOLF. 
H.R. 2620: Mr. CLINGER and Mr. GRAY of 

Illinois. 
H.R. 2653: Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BERMAN, Mrs. 

BOXER, Mr. CLAY, Mr. DAVIS, Mr. HEFTEL of 
Hawaii, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. JACOBS, Mrs. KEN
NELLY, Mr. LEvIN of Michigan, Ms. MIKUL
SKI, Mr. NOWAK, Mr. Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 
RODINO, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. SABO, Mr. SCHU
MER, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. TALLON, and Mr. 
WILSON, 

H.R. 2684: Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. SWINDALL, 
Mr. SHAW, and Mr. GLICKMAN. 

H.R. 2695: Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. 
KOLTER, and Mr. MITCHELL. 

H.R. 2696: Mr. VENTO, Mr. LEHMAN of Flor
ida, Mr. KOLTER, and Mr. MITCHELL. 

H.R. 2712 Mr. MANTON and Mr. LEHMAN of 
Florida. 

H.R. 2723: Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. 
H.J. Res. 3: Mr. KOLTER, Mr. CARPER, Mr. 

BRUCE, Mr. SHARP, Mr. COELHO, and Mr. 
HEFTEL of Hawaii. 

H.J. Res. 106: Mr. ANDERSON and Mr. 
MILLER of California. 

H.J. Res. 133: Mr. GROTBERG, Mr. HUGHES, 
Mr. SAXTON, Mr. ENGLISH, and Mr. FLORIO. 

H.J. Res. 153: Mr. SHELBY. 
H.J. Res. 156: Mr. GRAY of Illinois, Mr. LA

FALCE, Mr. BIAGGI, and Mrs. HOLT. 
H.J. Res. 197: Mr. FRANK, Mr. VANDER 

JAGT, Mr. HAMILTON, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. 
McKINNEY, Mr. HENRY, Mr. SUNIA, Mr. 
BARTLETT, Mr. McCoLLUM, Mr. LEwis of 
Florida, Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut, Mr. 
FASCELL, Mr. EVANS of Iowa, Mr. ROGERS, 
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. STOKES, Mr. LAGOMAR
SINO, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. 
CARNEY, Mr. CARPER, Mr. CARR, Mr. BROWN 
of California, Mr. COATS, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. 
DOWDY of Mississippi, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
ERDREICH, Mr. FLIPPO, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. DE 
LA GARZA, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. 
GILMAN, Mr. KosTMAYER, Mr. LATTA, Mr. 
McDADE, Mr. SHAW, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. 
PEPPER, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. DEL
LUMS, Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia, Mr. KASICH, 
Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania, Mr. HUBBARD, 
Mr. WALGREN, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. DAscHLE, Mr. 
McEWEN, Mr. SHUMWAY, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. RUDD, Mr. KILDEE, 
Mr. SPENCE, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. LEvINE of 
California, Mrs. BURTON of California, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Mr. CLAY, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. 
FLORIO, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. 
FAZIO, Mr. REGULA, Mr. SMITH of Iowa, and 
Mr. GEJDENSON. 

H.J. Res. 205: Mr. PERKINS, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. HOYER, Mr. MRAZEK, 
Mr. CRAIG, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. GRAY of Penn
sylvania, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. O'BRIEN, Mr. 
MILLER of Ohio, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. SISISKY, 
Mr. LEATH of Texas, Mr. GRAY of Illinois, 
Mr. FISH, Mr. McEWEN, Mr. BROOMFIELD, 
Mr. CHAPPIE, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. EDWARDS of 
California, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. FLIPPO, Mr. 
FOGLIETTA, Mr. HUBBARD, Mr. MICA, Mr. 
NEAL, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. SLAUGHTER, Mr. HAW
KINS, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. STEN
HOLM, Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. SAVAGE. 

H.J. Res. 210: Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. ROE, 
Mr. RosE, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. 
MORRISON of Connecticut, Mr. FLORIO, and 
Mr. FAZIO. 

H.J. Res. 218: Mr. DANIEL, Mr. SNYDER, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
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WOLPE, Mr. CARR, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. VANDER 
JAGT, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. HUB
BARD, Mr. FISH, and Mr. McEWEN. 

H.J. Res. 222: Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. BENNETT, 
Mr. BEVILL, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
COOPER, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. 
HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. HUTTO, 
Mr. JENKINS, Mr. JONES of Tennessee, Mr. 
JONES of North Carolina, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. 
QUILLEN, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. SUNDQUIST, 
and Mr. TALLON. 

H.J. Res. 250: Mr. DERRICK, Mrs. BENTLEY, 
Mr. BORSKI, Mr. BROWN of California, and 
Mr. STOKES. 

H.J. Res. 267: Mr. NIELSON of Utah. 
H.J. Res. 287: Mr. DARDEN, Mr. DASCHLE, 

Mr. DANIEL, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. FOGLIETTA, 
Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. GRAY of Illinois, Mr. 
HEFTEL of Hawaii, Mr. HOYER, Mr. HYDE, 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr. KILDEE, 
Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. KosTMAYER, Mr. LA
FALCE, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. LELAND, Mr. 
LoTT, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. PER
KINS, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. ROWLAND of 
Georgia, Mr. STANGELAND, Mr. TAUKE, Mr. 
VENTO, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. WORTLEY, and Mr. 
HUTTO. 

H.J. Res. 297: Mr. DYSON. 
H.J. Res. 306: Mr. FRANK, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. 

FROST, Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey, Mr. GRAY of Illinois, and Mr. MITCH
ELL. 

H. Con. Res. 26: Mr. ARCHER and Mr. 
EDGAR. 

H. Con. Res. 69: Mr. MURPHY, Mr. SOLARZ, 
Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. ScHUMER, and Mr. WAT
KINS. 

H. Con. Res. 101: Mr. DURBIN, Mr. GREEN, 
Mr. FLORIO, and Mr. MINETA. 

H. Con. Res. 146: Mr. SISISKY, Mr. 
MRAZEK, Mr. MINETA, Mr. ORTIZ, and Mr. 
WIRTH. 

H. Con. Res. 162: Mr. MITCHELL. 
H. Res. 122: Mr. CLINGER, Mr. SCHUSTER, 

Mr. FAZIO, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
DWYER of New Jersey, and Mr. KILDEE. 

H. Res. 194: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. 
RODINO, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. 
MOAKLEY, Mr. DIOGUARDI, Mr. KOLTER, Ms. 
FIEDLER, and Mr. McGRATH. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule :XXII, spon

sors were deleted from public bills and 
resolutions as follows: 

H.R. 2124: Mr. HOPKINS. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, peti

tions and papers were laid on the 
Clerk's desk and ref erred as follows: 

144. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Jim 
Havel, Salem, OR, relative to the legislative 
process; to the Committee on House Admin
istration. 

145. Also, petition of the New Jersey State 
Federation of Women's Clubs, Short Hills, 
NJ, relative to the Clean Water Act, to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 1872 
By Mr. ARMEY: 

-At the end of title X (page 200, after line 
4> insert the following new section: 
SEC. 1050. REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS ON CON

TRACTING OUT AUTHORITY. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, the Secretary of Defense may contract 
for the performance of any service or activi
ty by non-Government personnel if the Sec
retary determines that the performance of 
such service or activity by non-Government 
personnel would be cost effective and in the 
best interest of the national defense. 

By Mr. ASPIN: 
-Page 166, after line 4, add the following 
new section <and redesignate section 1001 as 
section 1002): 
SEC. 1001. TRANSFER AUTHORITY. 

(a) AUTHORITY OF TRANSFER AUTHORIZA
TIONS.-( 1 > Upon determination by the Sec
retary of Defense that such action is neces
sary in the national interest, the Secretary 
may transfer amounts of authorizations 
made available to the Department of De
fense in this Act between any such authori
zations <or any subdivisions thereof). 
Amounts of authorizations so transferred 
shall be merged with and be available for 
the same purpose as the authorization to 
which transferred. 

(2) The total amount of authorizations 
that the Secretary of Defense may transfer 
under the authority of this section may not 
exceed $2,000,000,000. 

(b) LIMITATIONS.-The authority provided 
by this section to transfer authorizations-

< 1) may only be used to provide authority 
for items that have a higher priority than 
the items from which authority is trans
ferred; and 

(2) may not be used to provide authority 
for an item that has been denied authoriza
tion by Congress. 

(C) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.-The Secretary of 
Defense shall promptly notify Congress of 
transfers made under the authority of this 
section. 

By Mr. BARNARD: 
-At the end of title X <page 200, after line 
4> add the following new section: 
SEC. 1050. ARMED FORCES NATIONAL SCIENCE 

CENTER FOR COMMUNICATIONS AND 
ELECTRONICS. 

<a> FINDINGS.-The Congress makes the 
following findings: 

Cl) Scientific and technological develop
ments in communications and electronics 
are of particular importance to the United 
States in meeting its national security, in
dustrial, and other needs. 

< 2 > Enhanced training in the technical 
communications, electronics, and computer 
disciplines is necessary for a more efficient 
and effective m111tary force. 

<3> The Secretary of the Army, through 
the Training and Doctrine Command, is re
sponsible for providing training to members 
of the Army. 

<4> The Ninety-seventh Congress, in 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 130 of that 
Congress, encouraged the establishment 
within the United States of a national 
center dedicated to communications and 
electronics. 

<5> The Secretary of the Army entered 
into a Memorandum of Understanding with 
the National Science Center for Communi
cations and Electronics Foundation Incorpo
rated, a nonprofit corporation of the State 
of Georgia, in which the Army and such 
foundation agreed to develop a science 
center for-

<A> the promotion of engineering princi
ples and practices; 

<B> the advancement of scientific educa
tion for careers in communications and elec
tronics; and 

<C> the portrayal of the communications, 
electronics, and computer arts. 

Cb> PURPosE.-lt is the purpose of this sec
tion-

< 1 > to recognize the relationship between 
the Army and the National Science Center 
for Communications and Electronics Foun
dation Incorporated <hereinafter in this sec
tion referred to as the "Foundation"> for 
the development, construction, and oper
ation of a national science center; and 

(2) to authorize the Secretary of the Army 
<hereinafter in this section referred to as 
the "Secretary") to make available a suita
ble site for the construction of such a 
center, to accept title to the center facilities 
when constructed, and to provide for the 
management, operation, and maintenance 
of such a center after the transfer of title of 
the center to the Secretary. 

(C) ARMED FORCES NATIONAL SCIENCE 
CENTER.-0> Subject to paragraph (2), the 
Secretary may provide a suitable parcel of 
land at or near Fort Gordon, Georgia, for 
the construction by the Foundation of an 
Armed Forces National Science Center to 
meet the objectives expressed in subsection 
<a>. Upon completion of the construction of 
the center, the Secretary may accept title to 
the center and may provide for the manage
ment, operation, and maintenance of the 
center. 

<2> As a condition to making a parcel of 
land available to the Foundation for the 
construction of an Armed Forces National 
Science Center, the Secretary shall have the 
right to approve the design of the center, in
cluding all plans, specifications, contracts, 
sites, and materials to be used in the con
struction of such center and all rights-of
way, easements, and rights of ingress and 
egress for the center. The Secretary's ap
proval of the design and plans shall be 
based on good business practices and accept
ed engineering principles, taking into con
sideration safety and other appropriate fac
tors. 

<d> G1rrs.-The Secretary may accept con
ditional or unconditional gifts made for the 
benefit of, or in connection with, the center. 

<e> ADVISORY BoARD.-The Secretary may 
appoint an advisory board to advise the Sec
retary regarding the operation of the center 
in pursuit of the goals of the center de
scribed in subsection <a><5>. The Secretary 
may appoint to the advisory board such 
members of the Board of Directors of the 
Foundation as the Secretary considers ap
propriate. The Federal Advisory Committee 
Act <5 U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to the 
advisory board appointed under this subsec
tion. 

(f) AVAILABILITY OF CENTER TO FOUNDA
TION.-Consistent with the mission of the 
armed forces and the efficient operation of 
the center, the Secretary may make facili
ties at the center available to the Founda
tion-

< 1 > for its corporate activities; and 
<2> for such endeavors in the area of com

munications and electronics as the Secre
tary may consider appropriate. 

(g) OTHER AUTHORIZED USES.-0) The Sec
retary may make the center available to the 
public and to other departments and agen
cies of the Government for research and 
study and for public exhibitions. The Secre
tary may charge for such uses as he consid
ers necessary and appropriate. 

(2) Any money collected for the use of the 
fac111ties of the center shall be deposited to 
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a special fund maintained by the Secretary 
for the maintenance and operation of the 
center. The Secretary shall require the 
Auditor General of the Army to audit the 
records of such fund at least once every two 
years and to report the results of the audits 
to the Secretary. 

By Mr. BENNETT: 
-At the end of Title II, add the following 
new section: 

Section 207<a>. That at the time of sub
mission to the Congress of the requests by 
the Department of Defense for fiscal year 
1987 expenditures for the Strategic Defense 
Initiative, said Department shall inform 
Congress as to: 

<1 > What probable responses can be ex
pected from potential enemies should the 
Strategic Defense Initiatives be carried out 
to procurement and deployment, such as 
what increase may be anticipated in offen
sive enemy weapons in an enemy's attempt 
to penetrate the defensive shield by increas
ing the numbers or qualities of its offensive 
weapons; 

<2> What can be expected from potential 
enemies in the deployment of weapons not 
endangered by the Strategic Defense Initia
tive, such as cruise missiles and low trajecto
ry submarine missiles; 

<3> The degree of the dependency of suc
cess for the Strategic Defense Initiative 
upon a potential enemy's not deploying 
anti-satellite weapons; 

<4> Whether it would be in the best securi
ty interests of the United States to share 
our discoveries in the Strategic Defense Ini
tiative studies with potential enemies as a 
way of discouraging their offensive weapons 
buildup, as has been suggested by the Ad
ministration; and 

(5) The cost estimates for the research, 
development, test and evaluation for the 
proposed Strategic Defense Initiative; and 
the cost estimates for procurement and 
deploy, as early as possible but not later 
than the submission of the fiscal year 1988 
Department of Defense budget request. 

<b> Funds required for the conduct of sub
ject studies shall be made available by the 
Strategic Defense Initiative Office. 

H.R. 1872 
By Mr. BRYANT: 

-Page 172, after line 20, insert the follow
ing new section: 
SEC. 1016. REPORT ON CIVILIAN DEFENSE PRO

CUREMENT. 
<a> REPORT.-The General Accounting 

Office shall conduct a study of the methods 
by which weapon system acquisition could 
be managed by civilian personnel. Within 
180 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act, such Office shall transmit a report to 
the Congress containing the findings and 
conclusions reached as a result of such 
study. 

(b) DEFINITION.-For purposes of subsec
tion (a), "weapon system acquisition" means 
the development and procurement of 
weapon systems to be utilized by the De
partment of Defense, including all initial 
components, spare or replacement parts, 
hardware, software, and associated equip
ment, which function together to give the 
weapon system the capability to carry out 
the mission for which it is developed and 
procured. 

<To the amendment offered by Mr. NICH
OLS.) 
-At the end of section 1016 of the material 
proposed to be inserted by the Nichols 
amendment, insert the following new sub
section: 

(d) APPLICABILITY TO SUBCONTRACTS.-The 
regulations of the Secretary of Defense re-

quired to be issued under subsection Cb) 
shall require, to the maximum extent possi
ble, that the provisions of section 2423 of 
title 10, United States Code, as added by 
subsection (a), shall apply to all subcontrac
tors of any covered contract, as that term is 
defined in such section. 

<To the amendment offered by Mr. NICH
OLS.) 
-In section 1016 of the material proposed 
to be inserted by the Nichols amendment, 
insert ", including legal fees" after "Profes
sional and consulting services" in subsection 
<d><2><H> of the section 2324 of title 10, 
United States Code, which is added by sub
section <a> of such section 1016. 

<To the amendment offered by Mr. NICH
OLS.) 
-Strike out the section 1017 of the material 
proposed to be inserted by the Nichols 
amendment and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 
SEC. 1017. SUBPOENAS OF DEFENSE CONTRACTOR 

RECORDS. 
Section 2313 of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"(d)(l) The Secretary of Defense may re
quire by subpoena the production of any 
books, documents, papers, or records of a 
contractor or subcontractor that are needed 
by the Secretary for the purposes of subsec
tion <a> or the purposes of section 2306(f) of 
this title. 

"(2) Any such subpoena, in the case of 
contumacy or refusal to obey, shall be en
forceable by order of an appropriate United 
States district court. 

"(3) The authority of the Secretary of De
fense under this subsection shall be prompt
ly delegated to each of the following: 

"<A> An officer of the Department of De
fense appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

"(B) The director of the defense agency or 
other element of the Department of De
fense that has responsibility for audits of 
defense contracts.". 
-Page 142, strike out line 9 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following <and redesignate 
the succeeding section accordingly): 
TITLE VIII-PROCUREMENT POLICY 

REFORM AND OTHER PROCURE
MENT MATTERS 

SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Defense 

Procurement Waste and Abuse Prevention 
Act of 1985". 
SEC. 802. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this title are-
(1) to ensure that items of indirect costs 

included by a contractor or a subcontractor 
of the Department of Defense in any con
tract awarded by the Secretary of Defense 
are monitored by the Secretary to prevent 
abuse and waste of Federal funds and to 
ensure that such costs do not include items 
of expenditures for reimbursement that are 
not reasonably related to the contract and 
subcontract; and 

< 2) to place the burden on the contractor 
<including the contractor's officers and em
ployees) claiming reimbursement or pay
ment for any indirect costs payable to such 
contractor under a defense contract or sub
contract to show that such costs are reason
able and allowable and to ensure that all 
such requests are made in accordance with 
the amendments made by this title and 
other applicable provisions of law and regu
lations. 
SEC. 803. ALLOWABLE COSTS. 

(a) REGULATION OF ALLOWABLE COSTS PAY· 
ABLE TO DEFENSE CONTRACTORS.-( 1) Chapter 

137 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 

· "§ 2324. Allowable coats iinder defenee contracts 

"(A)(l) The Secretary of Defense shall re
quire that all covered contracts comply with 
the requirements of this title and that no 
contractor receives payment for indirect 
costs not allowed by or under this title. The 
Secretary shall also require that if a con
tractor submits to the Department of De
fense a proposal <at the time of final settle
ment of contract costs or at any other time> 
covering any indirect cost incurred by the 
contractor for any period after such costs 
have been accrued which includes, as deter
mined by the Secretary of Defense, the sub
mission of one or more indirect costs that 
are specified by statute <other than this 
paragraph) or regulation as unallowable-

"<A> all costs, including such unallowable 
indirect costs, covered by that proposal 
shall be disallowed by the Secretary; and 

"(B) the Secretary shall require the con
tractor to pay to the United States an 
amount equal to the greater of $10,000 or

"(i) the amount of the indirect cost unal-
lowable under such statute or regulation, 
plus interest; or 

"(ii) if the cost is of a type that has been 
finally determined, before the submission of 
such proposal, to be expressly unallowable 
to that contractor, an amount equal to twice 
the amount of such unallowable indirect 
cost, plus interest. 

"(2) An action by the Secretary under a 
contract provision required by paragraph 
< 1 > to disallow a cost and to require payment 
of a contractor-

"<A> shall be considered a final decision 
for purposes of section 6 of the Contracts 
Dispute Act of 1978 <41 U.S.C. 605); and 

"(B) shall be appealable in the manner 
provided in section 7 of such Act <41 U.S.C. 
606). 

"(3) Interest under paragraph (1) shall be 
computed-

" CA) from the date on which the cost is 
submitted to the Secretary; and 

"(B) at the applicable rate prescribed by 
the Secretary of the Treasury under section 
6621 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954. 

"(b) The following costs are not allowable 
indirect costs under a covered contract: 

"(1) Costs of entertainment, including 
amusement, diversion, and social activities 
and any costs directly associated with such 
costs <such as tickets to shows or sports 
events, meals, lodging, rentals, transporta
tion, and gratuities). 

"(2) Costs incurred to influence <directly 
or indirectly)-

"<A> congressional action on any legisla
tion or appropriation matters pending 
before Congress or a State; or 

"(B) executive branch action on any regu
latory or contract matter pending before an 
executive branch agency <other than rea
sonable and necessary costs incurred in pre
paring a contract submission or proposal in 
response to any solicitation). 

"(3) Costs incurred in defense of any civil 
or criminal fraud proceeding or similar pro
ceeding <including filing of any false certifi
cation> brought by the United States where 
the contractor is found liable for fraud or 
has pleaded nolo contendere to a charge of 
fraud or similar proceeding <including filing 
of false certification). 

"(4) Payments of fines and penalties re
sulting from violations of, or failure to 
comply with, Federal, State, local, or for-
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eign laws and regulations, except when in
curred as a result of compliance with specif
ic terms and conditions of the contract or 
specific written instructions from the con
tracting officer authorizing in advance such 
payments in accordance with applicable reg
ulations of the Secretary of Defense. 

"(5) Costs of membership in any social, 
dining, or country club or organization. 

"(6) Costs of bulk purchases of alcoholic 
beverages. 

"(7) Contributions or donations, regard
less of the recipient. 

"(8) Costs of advertising designed to pro
mote the contractor or its products. 

"(9) Costs of promotional items and 
memorabilia, including models, gifts, and 
souvenirs. 

"(10) Other cost items identified by regu
lation which the Secretary of Defense shall 
prescribe by regulation under this section. 

"<11> Except as provided in subsection <c>, 
costs for travel by aircraft to the extent 
that such costs exceed the amount of the 
standard commercial fare for travel by air 
common carrier between the points in
volved. 

"(c)(l) Subsection (b)(ll) may be waived 
by the contracting officer if the officer de
termines that travel by air common carrier 
at standard fare-

"<A> would require travel at unreasonable 
hours; 

"<B> would excessively prolong travel; 
"<C> would result in overall increased 

costs that would offset potential savings 
from travel at standard commercial fare; or 

"<D> would not meet physical or medical 
needs of the person traveling. 

"(2) Subsection <b><ll> may be waived by 
the contracting officer if the officer deter
mines that travel by aircraft other than a 
common carrier-

"(A) is-
"(i) specifically authorized under the con

tract; or 
"(ii) impractical; and 
"<B> is for business purposes and requires 

the use of such aircraft. 
"(3) Costs for air travel in excess of that 

allowed by subsection (b)(ll) may only be 
allowed by reason of one of the exceptions 
contained in paragraph (1 > or by reason of 
paragraph (2) if the exception is fully docu
mented and justified, including, in the case 
of an exception under paragraph (2), full 
documentation of the use of the aircraft for 
business purposes. Any waiver by the con
tracting officer shall be made in writing in 
advance of the travel or at such other times 
as the officer considers reasonable. 

"(d)(l) The Secretary of Defense shall 
prescribe regulations, consistent with re
quirements of subsection (b), to establish 
criteria for the allowability of indirect con
tractor costs under Department of Defense 
contracts. Such regulations shall be pre
scribed as part of the Department of De
fense supplement to the Federal Acquisition 
Regulation. In developing specific criteria 
for the allowability of such costs, the Secre
tary shall consider whether reimbursement 
of such costs by the United States is in the 
best interest of the United States and con
sistent with the requirements of subsection 
Cb). Such regulations-

"<A> shall define and interpret in reasona
ble detail and specific terms those indirect 
costs, including the cost requirements of 
subsection (b), that are unallowable and al
lowable under contracts entered into by the 
Department of Defense; and 

"<B> shall provide that specific costs unal
lowable under one cost principle shall not 
be allowable under any other cost principle. 

"(2) The regulations under paragraph Cl> 
shall, at a minimum, clarify the cost princi
ples applicable to a contractor of the follow
ing: 

"(A) Air shows. 
"(B) Advertising. 
"<C> Recruitment. 
"CD> Employee morale and welfare. 
"CE> Community relations. 
"(F) Dining facilities. 
"(G) Professional and consulting services, 

including legal fees. 
"(H) Compensation. 
"CD Selling and marketing. 
"(J) Travel. 
"(K) Public relations. 
"<L> Hotel and meal and related alcoholic 

and other beverages expenses. 
"(M) Membership in civic, community, 

and professional organizations. 
"(3) Such regulations shall specify the cir

cumstances under which clauses (A) and <B> 
of subsection (c)(l) shall be applied. 

"(4) Such regulations shall require that a 
contractor be required to provide current, 
accurate, and complete documentation to 
support the allowability of an indirect cost 
at the time a proposal which includes <or 
may reasonably include) any indirect costs 
is submitted to the Secretary. If such docu
mentation is not sufficient to support the 
allowability of the cost, the cost shall be 
challenged by the Secretary and it shall 
become expressly unallowable and not sub
ject to negotiation. 

"(e)(l) The Secretary of Defense shall re
quire that each indirect cost in the contrac
tor's submission for final overhead settle
ment applied to covered contracts that is 
not specifically unallowable under law or 
regulation and that is challenged by the 
Secretary as being unallowable shall be con
sidered for resolution separately from the 
resolution of other challenged costs. If such 
challenged cost cannot be resolved separate
ly, then the settlement may include an ag
gregate amount for the settlement of all 
such challenged costs if-

"<A> the contractor and the contracting 
officer cannot agree on the allowability of 
the cost under applicable cost principles; 

"(B) the contracting officer documents 
the reasons why an agreement cannot be 
reached; and 

"(C) the contractor agrees in writing that 
costs of that type will not be submitted to 
the Department of Defense for payment as 
an allowable indirect cost in the future 
under that contract or any other contract of 
the contractor with the Secretary. 

"(2) The Secretary of Defense shall pro
vide that the defense contract auditor be 
present at any negotiation or meeting with 
the contractor regarding a determination of 
the allowabllity of indirect costs of the con
tractor. If, in exceptional circumstances, 
such auditor cannot reasonably be present, 
the preceding sentence may be waived by 
the contracting officer. 

"(f)(l) A contractor that submits apropos
al for interim or final settlement of indirect 
costs applicable to a covered contract shall 
be required to certify that all indirect costs 
included in the proposal are allowable. Any 
such certification shall be in the form pre
scribed in paragraph (2). 

"(2) The certification required by para
graph < 1) is as follows: 

"'CERTIFICATE OF OVERHEAD COSTS 
" 'This is to certify that: 
"'l. I have reviewed the claim submitted 

herewith; 
"'2. All costs included in this claim for 

<overhead costs for rate approval> (final set-

tlement for identify period) are allowable in 
accordance with the requirements of con
tracts to which they apply and with the cost 
principles of the Department of Defense ap
plicable to those contracts; 

"'3. This claim does not include any costs 
which are unallowable under applicable cost 
principles of the Department of Defense, 
such as <without limitation>: advertising and 
public relations costs (contributions and do
nations), entertainment costs, fines and pen
alties, lobbying costs, defense of fraud pro
ceedings, and goodwill; and 

"'4. All costs included in this claim benefit 
the Department of Defense and are demon
strably related to or necessary for the per
formance of the Department of Defense 
contract<s> covered by the claim. 

" 'I declare under penalty of perjury that 
the foregoing is true and correct.'. 

"(3) Such certification shall identify the 
contractor and be signed by the chief finan
cial officer of the contractor. 

"(g) The Secretary of Defense shall pro
vide that, in establishing the interim or pro
visional rates for payment of indirect costs 
to a contractor for which final settlement 
will be made at a later time, such rates shall 
be based upon amounts incurred by such 
contractor for indirect costs less any 
amount questioned by the agency with re
sponsibility for audits of contracts and 
amounts prohibited by this section. 

"(h) In this section, 'covered contract' 
means a contract entered into by the De
partment of Defense for an amount more 
than $25,000-

"(l) that is flexibly priced; or 
"(2) for which cost or pricing data is re

quired under section 2306(f) of this title.''. 
<2> The table of sections at the beginning 

of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new item: 
"2324. Allowable costs under defense con

tracts.". 
(b) REGULATIONS.-(!) Not later than 180 

days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall publish 
final regulations required by subsection <d> 
of section 2324 of title 10, United States 
Code, as added by subsection <a>. Such regu
lations shall be prescribed in accordance 
with section 22 of the Office of Federal Pro
curement Act <41 U.S.C. 418b). The Secre
tary shall review such regulation at least 
once every three years and the results of 
that review, taking into consideration expe
rience, shall be made public. 

(2) Not later than 90 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Defense shall submit to the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and House 
of Representatives-

<A> a copy of proposed regulations to be 
prescribed in accordance with paragraph 
<1>; and 

CB> a report identifying-
(i) the nature of the proposed changes 

that would be made by such proposed regu
lations to the current cost principles on the 
allowability of contractor costs; and 

cm the potential effect of such changes on 
the allowability of contractor costs. 

C3) At the time such proposed regulations 
and report are submitted to such commit
tees, they shall also be published in the Fed
eral Register for purposes of public com
ment of not less than 30 days. 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Section 2324 of title 
10, United States Code, as added by subsec
tion (4), shall apply to costs incurred under 
any contract entered into before, on, or 
after the date of enactment of this Act to 
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the extent such costs are incurred at any 
time 60 days after such regulations are pro
mulgated. Such section shall not apply to 
any contract entered into before the date of 
the enactment of this Act if the Secretary 
of Defense determines that the particular 
terms of the contract existing before pro
mulgation of such regulations are such that 
the provisions of that section could not be 
applied to the contract. 

(d) APPLICABILITY TO SUBCONTRACTS.-The 
regulations of the Secretary of Defense re
quired to be issued under subsection Cb> 
shall require to the maximum extent possi
ble that the provisions of section 2423 of 
title 10, United States Code, as added by 
subsection <a>. shall apply to all subcontrac
tors of any covered contract, as that term is 
defined in such section. 
SEC. 804. SUBPOENAS OF DEFENSE CONTRAcrOR 

RECORDS. 
Section 2313 of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"<d>O> The Secretary of Defense may re
quire by subpoena the production of any 
books, documents, papers, or records of a 
contractor or subcontractor that are needed 
by the Secretary for the purposes of subsec
tion <a> or the purposes of section 2306<f> of 
this title. 

"(2) Any such subpoena, in the case of 
contumacy or refusal to obey, shall be en
forceable by order of an appropriate United 
States district court. 

"(3) The authority of the Secretary of De
fense under this subsection shall be prompt
ly delegated to each of the following: 

"<A> An officer of the Department of De
fense appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

"CB> The director of the defense agency or 
other element of the Department of De
fense that has responsibility for audits of 
defense contracts.". 
SEC. 805. LIMITATION ON ASSIGNMENTS OF PRINCI

PAL CONTRAcrING OFFICERS. 
(a) LIMIT ON TOURS OF DUTY AND REAS

SIGNMENTS.-The Secretary of Defense shall 
prescribe regulations-

O > to limit to five years the maximum 
tour of duty for which an officer or employ
ee under the jurisdiction of the Secretary 
may be assigned to represent the Depart
ment of Defense with a particular contrac
tor as a principal contracting officer; and 

<2> to provide that an officer or employee 
who has held a position as principal con
tracting officer with a contractor may not 
be reassigned to duty with that contractor 
or any contractor affiliated with that con
tractor for a period of five years after the 
end of the previous such assignment. 

(b) WAIVER AUTHORITY.-The Secretary of 
Defense or the Secretary of the military de
partment concerned may, in an exceptional 
case, waive the limitation in subsection <a> 
in the case of any officer or employee if the 
Secretary-

< 1 > determines that it would not be in the 
best interests of the United States to apply 
such limitation in that case; and 

<2> states in writing the reasons for that 
determination, which shall be available to 
the public. 
Any such waiver may not extend such 
period for more than two years. 

<c> DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term "principal contracting offi
cer" means-

< 1) a principal corporate administrative 
contracting officer or deputy principal cor
porate administrative contracting officer; 
and 

<2> a principal administrative contracting 
officer or deputy principal administrative 
contracting officer. 

To the amendment offered by Mr. Nich
ols. 
-In section 1016 of the material proposed 
to be inserted by the Nichols amendment, 
strike out subsection (f) of the section 2324 
of title 10, United States Code, which is 
added by subsection <a> of such section 1016 
and insert the following in lieu thereof: 

"Cf>O> A contractor that submits apropos
al for interim or final settlement of indirect 
costs applicable to a covered contract shall 
be required to certify that all indirect costs 
included in the proposal are allowable. Any 
such certification shall be in the form pre
scribed in paragraph <2>. 

"(2) The certification required by para
graph < 1 > is as follows: 

"'CERTIFICATE OF OVERHEAD COSTS 
" 'This is to certify that: 
"'l. I have reviewed the claim submitted 

herewith; 
" '2. All costs included in this claim for 

<overhead costs for rate approval) <final set
tlement for identify period> are allowable in 
accordance with the requirements of con
tracts to which they apply and with the cost 
principles of the Department of Defense ap
plicable to those contracts; 

"'3. This claim does not include any costs 
which are unallowable under applicable cost 
principles of the Department of Defense, 
such as <without limitation>: advertising and 
public relations costs <contributions and do
nations>. entertainment costs, fines and pen
alties, lobbying costs, defense of fraud pro
ceedings, and goodwill; and . 

" '4. All costs included in this claim benefit 
the Department of Defense and are demon
strably related to or necessary for the per
formance of the Department of Defense 
contract<s> covered by the claim. 

" 'I declare under penalty of perjury that 
the foregoing is true and correct.'. 

"(3) Such certification shall identify the 
contractor and be signed by the chief finan
cial officer of the contractor. 
-Page 172, after line 20, add the following 
new section: 
SEC. 1016. CIVILIAN DIREcroR OF DEFENSE WEAP

ONS ACQUISITION. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF POSITION OF DIREC

TOR.-0) Chapter 4 of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after section 
136a the following new section: 
§ 136b. Director of Weapon Systems Acquisitions: 

appointment; powers and duties 
"<a> In this section, 'weapon system acqui

sition program' means a program to develop 
and procure a weapon system, including all 
intitial components, spare or replacement 
parts, hardware, software, and associated 
equipment, which function together to give 
the weapon system the capability to carry 
out the mission for which it is developed 
and procured. 

"(b)(l) There is a Director of Weapon Sys
tems Acquisitions in the Department of De
fense, appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

"(2) The Director shall report to and be 
under the direction, control, and authority 
of the Secretary of Defense and shall not be 
subject to or report to any other officer or 
employee of the Department. 

"<c>O > The President shall appoint the Di
rector from among civilians without regard 
to political affiliation and solely on the 
basis of fitness to perform the duties of the 
Director. 

"<2> The President may remove the Direc
tor of Weapon Systems Acquisitions from 

office. Upon removing a Director of Weapon 
Systems Acquisitions from office, the Presi
dent shall transmit to the Senate and the 
House of Representatives a written explana
tion of the reasons for the removal. 

"Cd) It is the duty and responsibility of 
the Director-

"( 1) to carry out, in a cost-effective and 
timely manner, all acquisitions of weapon 
systems for the Department of Defense, in
cluding the acquisition of initial compo
nents and spare parts, hardware, software, 
and associated equipment; 

"(2) to assure that each weapon system ac
quired is a reliable, maintainable, and oper
ationally effective weapon system and is de
signed to successfully carry out the missions 
identified for the weapon system by each 
armed force for which the weapon system is 
acquired; 

"(3) to establish and carry out appropriate 
career training, apprenticeship, incentives, 
and evaluation programs to assure the es
tablishment and maintenance of a stable, 
motivated, and experienced work force in 
the office of the Director of Weapon Sys
tems Acquisitions; 

"(4) to require the assignment of person
nel to a weapon system acquisition program 
for a sufficient period of time to assure the 
direct accountability of personnel for pro
gram performance and to assure the effec
tive management of such program or of a 
specific phase of such program; and 

"(5) to respond to requests from the Con
gress relating to programs within the re
sponsibility of the Director. 

"<e> The Secretary of Defense shall dele
gate to the Director the Secretary's author
ity to develop and procure weapon systems. 

"(f) Chapters 137 and 141 of this title 
shall apply to the Director in the same 
manner as such chapters apply to the Secre
tary of Defense. 

"(g) Neither the Secretary of a military 
department, nor a designee of such Secre
tary, may carry out a weapcn system acqui
sition program. 

"Ch> The Secretary of Defense shall 
assure that the office of the Director of 
Weapon Systems Acquisition is appropriate
ly staffed with civilian personnel. 

"(i) The Secretary of Defense shall fur
nish the Director of Weapon Systems Acqui
sitions the appropriate and adequate office 
space <including field office space>. equip
ment, special facilities, and services neces
sary to carry out the Director's duties and 
responsibilites. 

"(i) The Secretary of Defense shall trans
mit to the Congress recommendations for 
such legislation as the Secretary considers 
necessary to eliminate any limitations 
which prevent the establishment of any per
sonnel program referred to in subsection 
(d)(3).". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 136a the 
following new item: 
"136b. Director of Weapon Systems Acquisi

tions: appointment; powers and 
duties.'' 

(3) Section 5313 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: 

"Director of Weapon Systems Acquisi
tions, Department of Defense.". 

Cb> TRANsFERs.-0> The Secretary of De
fense shall transfer to the Director of 
Weapon Systems Acquisitions of the De
partment of Defense all functions and ac
tivities that the Secretary determines are 
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significantly related to or otherwise impor
tant to the successful performance of the 
duties and responsibilities of the Director 
set out in section 136b(d) of title 10, United 
States Code <as added by subsection Ca)), 
and are within the responsibility of-

<A> the Defense Contract Administration 
Service of the Defense Logistics Agency; 

<B> the Army Material Development and 
Readiness Command <including the Army 
Missile Command and the Army Tank and 
Automotive Command); 

CC> the Naval Material Command <includ
ing the Naval Air Systems Command, the 
Naval Electronics System Command, the 
Naval Supply Systems Command, the Naval 
Sea Systems Command, and the Naval Fa
cilities and Engineering Command>; 

CD> the Air Force Systems Command; 
CE> the Air Force Logistics Command; or 
CF> any other subordinate unit of the De-

partment of Defense. 
<2> Subject to section 1531 of title 31, 

United States Code, the Secretary of De
fense shall transfer to the office of the Di
rector of Weapon Systems Acquisitions the 
personnel, assets, liabilities, contracts, prop
erty, records, and unexpended balances of 
appropriations, authorizations, allocations, 
and other funds employed, held, used, aris
ing from, available or to be made available, 
in connection with the functions or activi
ties transferred pursuant to paragraph < 1 ). 

(C) SAVINGS PROVISIONS.-Cl) In this sec
tion-

<A> "Director" means the Director of 
Weapon Systems Acquisitions of the De
partment of Defense; 

CB> "military department" means a de
partment listed in section 101<7) of title 10, 
United States Code; 

<C> "Secretary" means the Secretary of 
Defense; and 

<D> "Secretary concerned" has the mean
ing given such term in section 101(8) of such 
title. 

<2> All orders, determinations, rules, regu
lations, permits, contracts, certificates, li
censes, and privileges-

<A> which have been issued, made, grant
ed, or allowed to become effective in the ex
ercise of functions, transferred under sec
tion 5, or by any court of competent juris
diction; and 

<B> which are in effect on the effective 
date of this section, 
shall continue in effect according to their 
terms until modified, terminated, supersed
ed, set aside, or repealed by the Secretary of 
Defense, by any court of competent jurisdic
tion, or by operation of law. 

<3> The provisions of this section shall not 
affect any proceedings pending at the time 
this section takes effect before the Depart
ment of Defense or a military department, 
the functions of which are transferred to 
the Director under subsection Cb). 

(4) Except as provided in paragraph C6)
<A> the provisions of this section shall not 

affect actions commenced prior to the date 
this section takes effect; and 

<B> in all such actions proceedings may 
continue, appeals may be taken, and judg
ments may be rendered, in the same manner 
and effect as if this section had not been en
acted. 

(5) No action or other proceeding com
menced by or against any officer in his offi
cial capacity as an officer for the Depart
ment of Defense or a military department 
from whom functions are transferred by 
this section shall abate by reason of the en
actment of this section. No cause of action 
by or against Department of Defense or a 

military department, or by or against any 
officer thereof in his official capacity shall 
abate by reason of the enactment of this 
section. Causes of action and actions with 
respect to a function, activity, or office 
transferred under section 5, or other pro
ceedings may be asserted by or against the 
United States, the Secretary, or the Direc
tor as may be appropriate and, in an action 
pending when this section takes effect, the 
court may at any time, on its own motion or 
that of any party, enter an order which will 
give effect to the provisions of this subsec
tion. 

(6) If, before the effective date of this sec
tion, a military department, or any officer 
thereof in his official capacity, is a party to 
an action, and under subsection (b) any 
function or activity of the military depart
ment is transferred to the Director, such 
action shall be continued with the Secretary 
or the Director substituted or added as a 
party, as appropriate. 

(7) Orders and actions of the Director in 
the exercise of the functions transferred 
under subsection Cb> shall be subject to judi
cial review to the same extent and in the 
same manner as if such orders had been 
issued and such actions had been taken by 
the Secretary or the head of the military 
department exercising such functions imme
diately preceding their transfer. Any statu
tory requirements relating to notice, hear
ings, actions upon the record, or administra
tive review that apply to any functions 
transferred under section 5 shall apply to 
the exercise of such functions by the Secre
tary or the Director. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE AND APPLICATIONS.-(1) 
This section and the amendments made by 
this section shall take effect on the first day 
of the first month beginning 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

<2><A> Notwithstanding section 136b(d) of 
title 10, United States Code <as added by 
subsection Ca)), during the period beginning 
on the effective date of this section and 
ending on the first day of the sixth fiscal 
year that begins after such date, the Direc
tor of Weapon Systems Acquisitions of the 
Department of Defense shall perform the 
duties and responsibilities set out in such 
section 136b(d) only with respect to weapon 
system acquisition programs that are major 
defense acquisition programs <as defined in 
section 139a(a)(l) of title 10, United States 
Code>. 

CB> The Secretary of Defense shall take 
subparagraph <A> into consideration in 
scheduling the effective dates of transfers 
to be made under subsection Cb>. 

By Mr. CONYERS: 
-Page 29, after line 14, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 207. SET-ASIDES FOR SOCIALLY AND ECO· 

NOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED BUSI· 
NESS CONCERNS WITH RESPECT TO 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TESTING, 
AND EVALUATION CONTRACTS. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-To the maximum extent 
practicable, the Secretary of Defense shall 
ensure that not less than 10 percent of the 
amount appropriated pursuant to the au
thorizations made by this title shall be ex
pended for contracts with small business 
concerns owned and controlled by socially 
and economically disadvantaged individuals 
<as defined in section 8 of the Small Busi
ness Act and regulations issued pursuant to 
such section>, historically Black colleges and 
universities, and minority institutions <as 
defined by the Secretary of Education pur
suant to the General Education Provisions 
Act>. 

(b) ANNUAL REPORTS.-The Secretary shall 
submit an annual report to the Congress 

not later than January 1 of each calendar 
year beginning after the date of the enact
ment of this Act describing the performance 
of the Department of Defense in meeting 
the requirement established under subsec
tion <a>. 
-Page 22, after line 23, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. lll. SET-ASIDES FOR SOCIALLY AND ECO· 

NOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED SMALL 
BUSINESS CONCERNS WITH RESPECT 
TO PROCUREMENT CONTRACTS. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-To the maximum extent 
practicable, the Secretary of Defense shall 
ensure that not less than 10 percent of the 
amount appropriated pursuant to the au
thorizations made by this title shall be ex
pended for contracts with small business 
concerns owned and controlled by socially 
and economically disadvantaged individuals, 
as defined in section 8 of the Small Business 
Act and regulations issued pursuant to such 
section. 

(b) ANNUAL REPORTS.-The Secretary shall 
submit an annual report to the Congress 
not later than January 1 of each calendar 
year beginning after the date of the enact
ment of this Act describing the performance 
of the Department of Defense in meeting 
the requirement established under subsec
tion <a>. 

By Mr. COURTER: 
-At the end of title II (page 29, after line 
14) insert the following new section: 
SEC. 207. TESTING OF ANTISATELLITE WARHEADS. 

(a) LIMITATION ON MORE THAN THREE 
TEsTs.-None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available to the Depart
ment of Defense may be obligated or ex
pended to conduct more than three tests 
against an object in space of the minature 
homing vehicle <MHV> antisatellite war
heads launched from an F-15 aircraft unless 
the President transmits to Congress a certi
fication described in subsection Cb>. 

(b) REQUIRED CERTIFICATION.-A certifica
tion under subsection <a>-

< 1 > may only be transmitted to Congress 
after the third such test against an object in 
space; and 

<2> shall be the same as a certification de
scribed in section 8100 of the Department of 
Defense Appropriations Act, 1985 <as con
tained in section lOHh> of Public Law 98-
473 C98 Stat. 1941)). 

(C) 15-DAY DELAY.-The limitation on the 
obligation or expenditure of funds described 
in subsection <a> shall cease to apply 15 cal
endar days after the date of the receipt by 
Congress of such certification. 
-At the end of title X (page 200, after line 
4), insert the following section: 
SEC. 1050. SENSE OF CONGRESS WITH RESPECT TO 

BILATERAL ARMS CONTROL AGREE· 
MENT. 

It is the sense of Congress that United 
States defense efforts shall not be con
strained by compliance with any bilateral 
arms control agreement with the Soviet 
Union that the Soviet Union is violating. 

By Mr. DARDEN: 
-Page 23, line 11, strike out 
"$13,151,210,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$12,697,529,000". 

Page 29, after line 14, add the following 
new section: 
SEC. 207. PROHIBITION OF SPENDING FUNDS FOR 

C-17 AIRCRAFT DEVELOPMENT. 
None of the funds appropriated pursuant 

to authorization of appropriations in this 
title may be used for development of the C-
17 aircraft program. 
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By Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota: 

-At the end of title VIII (page 143, after 
line 19) insert the following new section: 
SEC. 802. REPORT ON SUSPENSION AND DEBAR

MENT OF DEFENSE CONTRACl'ORS. 
(a) REQUIRED REPORT.-The Secretary of 

Defense shall submit to Congress a report 
on the policies prescribed and actions taken 
by the Secretary to implement the recom
mendations contained in the report of the 
Inspector General of the Department of De
fense entitled "Review of Suspension and 
Debarment Activities Within the Depart
ment of Defense", dated May 1984. 

(b) COOPERATION WITH THE OFFICE OF IN
SPECTOR GENERAL.-The report required by 
subsection <a> shall be prepared in coopera
tion with the Office of the Inspector Gener
al of the Department of Defense. 

(C) DEADLINE FOR REPORT.-The report re
quired by subsection <a> shall be submitted 
not later than 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
-At the end of title VIII <page 143, after 
line 19) insert the following new section: 
SEC. 802. PROHIBITION ON DEFENSE CONTRACl'ORS 

CONVICTED OF FRAUD OR OTHER 
CONTRACT-RELATED FELONIES. 

A defense contractor that is convicted of 
fraud or any other felony arising out of a 
contract with the Department of Defense 
may not be awarded a contract by the De
partment of Defense for a period of five 
years from the date of the conviction. 
-At the end of title VIII <page 143, after 
line 19> insert the following new section: 
SEC. 802. COMPLIANCE OFFICERS FOR PROHIBITED 

FIRMS. 
The Inspector General of the Department 

of Defense shall assign an independent com
pliance officer to monitor and report on the 
performance of a defense contractor that is 
prohibited from <or debarred from> being 
awarded a contract with the Department of 
Defense. Expenses of the United States for 
any such compliance officer shall be 
charged by the United States to the con
tractor. 
-At the end of title X (page 200, after line 
4 > insert the following new section: 
SEC. 1050. PROHIBITION ON DEFENSE CONTRAC· 

TORS CONVICTED OF FRAUD OR 
OTHER CONTRACT-RELATED FELO
NIES. 

A defense contractor that is convicted of 
fraud or any other felony arising out of a 
contract with the Department of Defense 
may not be awarded a contract by the De
partment of Defense for a period of five 
years from the date of the conviction. 
-At the end of part C of title X (page 176, 
after line 8 > add the following new section: 
SEC. 1024. STUDY OF THE NUMBER AND VALUE OF 

DEF.ENSE CONTRACTS ENTERED INTO 
WITH BUSINESSES LOCATED ON 
INDIAN RESERVATIONS. 

<a> STUDY.-The Secretary of Defense 
(hereinafter in this section referred to as 
the "Secretary") shall carry out a study 
with respect to the number and value of 
prime contracts entered into by the Depart
ment of Defense during fiscal year 1985 
with businesses located in whole or part on 
Indian reservations. 

<b> REPORT.-The Secretary shall trans
mit, by December 31, 1985, a report to the 
Congress containing the findings and con
clusions of the study carried out under sub
section <a>. including information describ
ing-

< 1 > the number and value of prime con
tracts entered into during fiscal year 1985 
by the Department of Defense with-

<A> businesses owned in whole or part by 
Indians; and 

<B> businesses owned in whole or part by 
an Indian tribe, and 
located in whole or part on Indian reserva
tions, with a separate number and value 
provided for each of the types of business 
described in clauses <A> and <B>, and for 
each Indian reservation; and 

<2> the total number and value of prime 
contracts entered into by such Department 
during such fiscal year with such businesses 
located in whole or part on Indian reserva
tions as compared to the total number and 
value of all prime contracts entered into by 
such Department during such fiscal year. 
-At the end of title VIII (page 143, after 
line 19> insert the following new section: 
SEC. 802. PROHIBITION ON OFFICERS OR EMPLOY

EES OF DEFENSE CONTRACl'ORS IN
DICTED FOR, OR CONVICTED OF, CON
TRACT-RELATED FELONIES 

An officer or employee of a defense con
tractor who is under indictment for fraud or 
any other felony arising out of a contract 
with the Department of Defense shall be 
personally suspended from working on or 
supervising a defense contract. Such individ
ual, if convicted, shall be prohibited from 
contracting for, or employment with, the 
Department of Defense for a period of five 
years from the date of the conviction. 
-At the end of title X (page 200, after line 
4> insert the following new section: 
SEC. 1050. REPORT ON SUSPENSION AND DEBAR

MENT OF DEFENSE CONTRACl'ORS. 
(a) REQUIRED REPORT.-The Secretary of 

Defense shall submit to Congress a report 
on the policies prescribed and actions taken 
by the Secretary to implement the recom
mendations contained in the report of the 
Inspector General of the Department of De
fense entitled "Review of Suspension and 
Debarment Activities Within the Depart
ment of Defense", dated May 1984. 

(b) COOPERATION WITH THE OFFICE OF IN· 
SPECTOR GENERAL.-The report required by 
subsection <a> shall be prepared in coopera
tion with the Office of the Inspector Gener
al of the Department of Defense. 

(C) DEADLINE FOR REPORT.-The report re
quired by subsection <a> shall be submitted 
not later than 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
-At the end of title X (page 200, after line 
4> insert the following new section: 
SEC. 1050. PROHIBITION ON OFFICERS OR EMPLOY· 

EES OF DEFENSE CONTRACl'ORS IN
DICTED FOR, OR CONVICTED OF, CON· 
TRACT-RELATED FELONIES. 

An officer or employee of a defense con
tractor who is under indictment for fraud or 
any other felony arising out of a contract 
with the Department of Defense shall be 
personally suspended from working on or 
supervising a defense contract. Such individ· 
ual, if convicted, shall be prohibited from 
contracting for, or employment with, the 
Department of Defense for a period of five 
years from the date of the conviction. 
-At the end of title X <page 200, after line 
4) insert the followini new section: 
SEC. 1050. COMPLIANCE OFFICERS FOR PROHIBIT· 

ED FIRMS. 
The Inspector General of the Department 

of Defense shall assign an independent com
pliance officer to monitor and report on the 
performance of a defense contractor that is 
prohibited from <or debarred from> being 
awarded a contract with the Department of 
Defense. Expenses of the United States for 
any such compliance officer shall be 
charged by the United States to the con
tractor. 
-At the end of part C of title VIII (page 
143, after line 8> add the following new sec
tion: 

SEC. 1024. STUDY OF THE NUMBER AND VALUE OF 
DEFENSE CONTRACTS ENTERED INTO 
WITH BUSINESSES LOCATED ON 
INDIAN RESERVATIONS. 

<a> STUDY.-The Secretary of Defense 
(hereinafter in this section referred to as 
the "Secretary") shall carry out a study 
with respect to the number and value of 
prime contracts entered into by the Depart
ment of Defense during fiscal year 1985 
with businesses located in whole or part on 
Indian reservations. 

<b> REPORT.-The Secretary shall trans
mit, by December 31, 1985, a report to the 
Congress containing the findings and con
clusions of the study carried out under sub
section <a>, including information describ
ing-

<1> the number and value of prime con
tracts entered into during fiscal year 1985 
by the Department of Defense with-

<A> businesses owned in whole or part by 
Indians; and 

<B> businesses owned in whole or part by 
an Indian tribe, and 
located in whole or part on Indian reserva
tions, with a separate number and value 
provided for each of the types of business 
described in clauses <A> and <B>. and for 
each Indian reservation; and 

<2> the total number and value of prime 
contracts entered into by such Department 
during such fiscal year with such businesses 
located in whole or part on Indian reserva
tions as compared to the total number and 
value of all prime contracts entered into by 
such Department during such fiscal year. 

By Mr. DURBIN: 
-Page 167, after line 10, insert the follow
ing new section: 
SEC. 1002. QUARTERLY REPORT ON UNOBLIGATED 

BALANCES. 
(a) REQUIRED QUARTERLY REPORTS.-Not 

later than 30 days after the date of the en
actment of this Act and within 30 days after 
the end of each fiscal-year quarter thereaf
ter, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives a 
report containing an estimate of the 
amount of funds in each appropriation ac
count of the Department of Defense that at 
the time of the report-

<1 >is available for obligation; and 
(2) is in excess of the amount needed to 

carry out the programs for which the funds 
were appropriated. 

(b) MATTERS To BE INCLUDED.-Each esti
mate under subsection <a> shall include 
amounts attributable to-

< 1> inflation savings; 
<2> foreign currency savings; 
<3> excess working capital fund cash; and 
<4> all other savings. 
(C) UNANTICIPATED INCREASES.-The report 

shall also identify unanticipated cost in
creases resulting from adverse economic 
trends. 

By Mr. FOLEY: 
-At the end of title III, (page 38, after line 
10> add the following new section: 

LIMITATION ON INTRODUCTION OF ARMED 
FORCES INTO NICARAGUA FOR COMBAT 

SEc. 308. <a> Funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense may not be used for 
the purpose of introducing the United 
States Armed Forces into or over Nicaragua 
for combat. 

(b) DEFINITION OF COMBAT.-As· used in 
this section, the term "combat" means the 
introduction of United States Armed Forces 
for the purpose of delivering weapons fire 
upon an enemy. 

' 
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(C) EXCEPTIONS TO LIMITATION.-This sec- tracts by division and by major product line 

tion does not apply with respect to an intro- within a division of the contractor or sub
duction of United States Armed Forces into contractor.". 
or over Nicaragua for combat if- (d) Section 105(f) of the Renegotiation 

0) the Congress has declared war or en- Act of 1951 (50 U.S.C. App. 1215(f)) is 
acted specific authorization for such intro- amended-
duction; or O > in paragraph O ), by inserting ", or 

(2) such introduction is necessary- $4,000,000 in the case of a fiscal year ending 
<A> to meet a clear and present danger of after the date of the enactment of the Re

hostile attack upon the United States, its negotiation Act Amendments of 1985" after 
territories or possessions; or "June 30, 1956" each place it appears there

<B> to meet a clear and present danger to, in; 
and to provide necessary protection for, the (2) in the second sentence of paragraph 
United States embassy; or (3), by inserting "the $5,000,000 amount," 

<C> to meet a clear and present danger to, after "the $1,000,000 amount,"; and 
and to provide necessary protection for and (3) in the last sentence of paragraph (3), 
to evacuate, United States Government per- by striking out "$1,000,000" each place it ap
sonnel or United States citizens. pears therein and inserting in lieu thereof 

(d) EXISTING REQUIREMENTS PRESERVED.- "$5,000,000". 
Nothing in this section shall invalidate any <e> The amendments made by this section 
requirement of Public Law 93-148. shall take effect on the date of the enact-
-At the end of title X, <page 200, after line ment of this Act. 
4> add the following new section: By Mr. HERTEL of Michigan: 

LIMITATION ON INTRODUCTION OF ARMED <To the amendment offered by Mr. Nich-
FORCES INTO NICARAGUA FOR COMBAT Ols) 

SEc. 1050. <a> Funds appropriated to the -At the end of subsection <a> of section 
Department of Defense may not be used for 2324 of title 10, United States Code, as pro
the purpose of introducing the United posed to be added by the amendment, insert 
States Armed Forces into or over Nicaragua the following new paragraph: 
for combat. "(4)(A) Whoever knowingly submits to the 

<b> DEFINITIONS oF CoMBAT.-As used in Department of Defense a proposal for set
this section, the term "combat" means the tlement of indirect costs for any period 
introduction of United States Armed Forces after such costs have been accrued that in
for the purpose of delivering weapons fire eludes a cost that under a contract provision 
upon an enemy. required by paragraph O> is required to be 

(c) EXCEPTIONS TO LIMITATION.-This sec- disallowed and for which the contractor is 
tion does' not apply with respect to an intro- required to make a payment as described in 
duction of United States Armed Forces into subparagraph <B><ii> of that paragraph 
or over Nicaragua for combat if- shall be fined as provided in subparagraph 

(1) the Congress has declared war or en- <B> or imprisoned for not more than 10 
acted specific authorization for such intro- years, or both. 
duction; or "(B) A fine under subparagraph <A> shall 

(2) such introduction is necessary- be not more than-
<A> to meet a clear and present danger of "(i) $500,000 in the case of an individual; 

hostile attack upon the United States, its or 
territories or possessions; or "(ii) $1,000,000 in the case of a corpora-

<B> to meet a clear and present danger to, tion. 
and to provide necessary protection for, the -Page 172, after line 20, insert the follow-
United States embassy; or ing new section: 

(C) to meet a clear and present danger to, SEC. 1016. COMMISSION OF DEFENSE PRODUCTION. 
and to provide necessary protection for and <a> ESTABLISHMENT OF CoKMISSION.-(1> 
to evacuate, United States Government per- There is hereby established a commission to 
sonnel or United States citizens. be known as the Commission on Defense 

(d) EXISTING REQUIREMENTS PRESERVED.- Production (hereinafter in this section re
Nothing in this section shall invalidate any !erred to as the "Commission">. The Com-
requirement of Public Law 93-148. mission shall review all available evidence, 

By Mr. GONZALEZ: studies, reports, and analyses on defense 
-At the end of Title VIII <page 143, after production and shall recommend to the 
line 19), add the following new section: President and to the Congress ways to im-
SEC. 802. WAR PROFITEERING PROHIBITION ACT. prove inefficient rates of defense industrial 

<a> Section 102 of the Renegotiation Act production and stimulate savings by inatitu
of 1951 <50 U.S.C. App. 1212> is amended by tionalizing planning and management prac
adding at the end thereof the following: tices which incorporate efficient production 

"(f) CERTAIN AMOUNTS RECEIVED AFTER Oc- standards and practices, and determine 
TOBER 1, 1985.-Notwithstanding the provi- whether cost and profit margins are appro
sions of subsection <a>, the provisions of this priate with respect to productivity. 
title shall not apply to contracts with De- <2> The Commission shall be composed of 
partments, or related subcontracts, to the 12 members as follows: 
extent of the amounts received or accrued <A> Six members appointed by the Presi
by a contractor or subcontractor during the dent from among persons who are well 
period beginning on October l, 1985, and qualified to serve as members of the Com
ending on the date of the enactment of this mission by reason of their education, train-
subsection. ". · ing, or experience, of whom-

<b > The last sentence of section 102<c>O> (1) no more than two shall be officers or 
of the Renegotiation Act of 1951 <50 U.S.C. employees of the Department of Defense or 
App. 1212<c>O» is amended to read as fol- representatives of the defense industry; and 
lows: "For purposes of this title, the term <11> not less than two shall be economists, 
'termination date' means September 30, management specialists, or cost-benefit ana-
1988.". lysts in high standing in their profession. 

<c> Section 105<a> of the Renegotiation <B> Three members appointed by the 
Act of 1951 (50 U.S.C. App. 1215<a» is President pro tempore of the Senate, two 
amended by inserting after the sixth sen- upon the recommendation of the majority 
tence thereof the following: "The Board leader and one upon the recommendation of 
shall renegotiate all contracts and subcon- the minority leader of the Senate. 

<C> Three members appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
two upon the recommendation of the major
ity leader of the House of Representatives 
and one upon the recommendation of the 
minority leader of the House of Representa
tives. 

<D> Each member of the Commission shall 
be a citizen of the United States. 

<3> The President shall designate one 
member of the Commission appointed under 
paragraph <2><A> to serve as Chairman of 
the Commission. 

<4> Eight members of the Commission 
shall constitute a quorum for the transac
tion of business, but the Commission may 
establish a lesser number as a quorum for 
the purpose of holding hearings, taking tes
timony, and receiving evidence. The Com
mission shall meet at the call of the Chair
man. 

<5> A vacancy in the Commission shall not 
affect its powers, but shall be filled in the 
same manner as the manner in which the 
original appointment was made. 

(b) COMMISSION STARTUP.-0) All mem
bers of the Commission shall be appointed 
not later than 60 days after the date on 
which funds are first made available for the 
operation of the Commission. 

<2> The Commission shall hold its .first 
meeting not later than 30 days after the 
date on which the last member is appointed 
to the Commission. 

<c> REPORT.-Not later than one year after 
the date of the first meeting of the Commis
sion, the Commission shall transmit, at the 
same time, a report of its findings and rec
ommendations to the President and the 
Congress. The Commission shall transmit a 
copy of the report to the Secretary of De
fense and the Comptroller General of the 
United States. 

(d) VIEWS OF SECRETARY OF DDDSE.-The 
Secretary of Defense shall consider the 
Commission's findings and recommenda
tions. Not later than 90 days after the date 
the Commission transmits the report to the 
President and the Congress under subsec
tion Cc), the Secretary shall transmit to the 
Congress a report on his views and planned 
actions in response to the report of the 
Commission. 

(e) VIEWS OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL.-The 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall review the Commission's findings and 
recommendations. Not later than 90 days 
after the date the Commission transmits 
the report to the President and the Con
gress under subsection Cc), the Comptroller 
General shall transmit to the Congress a 
report on his views and recommendations 
on the report of the Com.milJsion. 

(f) EXECUTIVJ: DIRECTOR AND STAFF.-0) 
The Commission may <without regard to 
section 5311Cb> of title 5, United States 
Code) appoint an executive director, who 
shall be paid at a rate not to exceed the rate 
of basic pay payable for level IV of the Ex
ecutive Schedule. 

<2> The Commission may appoint such ad
ditional staff as it considers appropriate, 
subject to the availability of appropriations. 
No such personnel shall be paid at a rate in 
excess of the rate of basic pay payable for 
grade GS-10 of the General Schedule under 
section 5332 of title 5, United States Code. 

<3> The executive director and staff of the 
Commission may be appointed without 
regard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code, goyerning appointments in the 
executive branch and may be paid without 
regard to the promions of chapter 51 and 
subc.bapter III of chapter 53 of such title re-
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lating to classification and General Sched
ule pay rates. 

< 4 > The Commission may adopt such rules 
and regulations as may be necessary to es
tablish its procedures and to govern the 
manner of its operations, organization, and 
personnel. 

(g) PAY AND ALLOWANCES.-0) Members of 
the Commission appointed from private life 
may each be paid at a rate equal to the daily 
equivalent of the rate of basic pay payable 
for level IV of the Executive Schedule for 
each day <including travel time> during 
which they are engaged in the actual per
formance of the business of the Commis
sion. Other members of the Commission 
shall receive no additional pay by reason of 
their service on the Commission. 

(2) All members of the Commission shall 
be reimbursed for travel, as authorized by 
section 5703 of title 5, United States Code, 
subsistence, and other necessary expenses 
incurred in the performance of the duties of 
the Commission. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.-0) The 
Commission or by the authorization of the 
Commission, any subcommittee thereof or 
any member authorized by the Commission 
may, for the purpose of carrying out its 
functions, hold such hearings that may be 
required for the performance of its func
tions. 

<2> The provisions of section 1821 of title 
28, United States Code, shall apply to wit
nesses summoned to appear at any such 
hearing. The per diem and mileage allow
ances of witnesses so summoned under au
thority conferred by the section shall be 
paid from funds appropriated to the Com
mission. 

<3> The Commission is authorized to 
secure directly from any officer, depart
ment, agency, establishment, or instrumen
tality of the Government such information, 
suggestions, estimates, and statistics as the 
Commission may require for the purpose of 
this section, and each such officer, depart
ment, agency, establishment, or instrumen
tality is authorized and directed to furnish, 
to the extent permitted by law, such infor
mation, suggestions, estimates, and statistics 
directly to the Commission, upon request 
made by the Chaimian. 

<4> Upon request of the Commission, the 
head of any Federal agency is authorized to 
make any of the facilities and services of 
such agency available to the Commission or 
detail any of the personnel of such agency 
to the Commission on a reimbursable basis, 
to assist the Commission in carrying out its 
duties under this section unless the head of 
such agency determines that urgent, over
riding reasons will not permit the agency to 
make such facilities, services, or personnel 
available to the Commission and so notifies 
the Chairman in writing. 

<5> No officer or agency of the United 
States shall require the Commission to 
submit any report, recommendation, or 
other matter to any such officer or agency 
for approval, comment, or review before 
submitting such report, recommendation, or 
other matter to the Congress and the Presi
dent. 

(i) TERMINATION OF COMMISSION.-The 
Commission shall cease to exist fifteen days 
after the date the reports required by sub
sections <d> and <e> are transmitted to the 
Congress. 
-At the end of title VIII (page 143, after 
line 19), add the following new section: 

SEC. 802. AUTHORITY OF INSPECTOR GENERAL OF 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE WITH RE· 
SPECT TO CERTAIN CONTRACTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 137 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 2312 the following new section: 
"§ 2312a. Inspector General: authority with regard 

to contract payments. 

"(a) In the case of a contract of the De
partment of Defense with respect to which 
the Inspector General of the Department of 
Defense determines-

"( 1) based upon audits of the Department 
of Defense, that there have been excessive 
charge to the United States by the contrac· 
tor; and 

"<2> that other remedies available to the 
United States by law and under the contract 
are insufficient to eliminate promptly 
waste, fraud, and abuse with respect to the 
contract, 
the Inspector General may immediately sus
pend payments under the contract, revise 
the schedule for such payments, or suspend 
or debar the contractor in order to protect 
the interests of the United States. 

"<b> The Secretary of Defense may, in the 
interest of national security, overrule any 
action of the Inspector General under sub
section <a>. Not later than 30 days after any 
action by the Secretary under this subsec
tion, the Secretary shall submit to the Com
mittees on Armed Services and Governmen
tal Affairs of the Senate and the Commit
tees on Armed Services and Government 
Operations of the House of Representatives 
a report-

"(}) describing the action of the Inspector 
General that is being overruled; 

"(2) the reason for the decision of the Sec
retary; and 

"(3) the actions being undertaken by the 
Secretary to eliminate waste, fraud, and 
abuse in connection with the contract con
cerned.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by inserting after the item relat
ing to section 2312 the following new item: 
"2312a. Inspector General: authority with 

regard to contract payments.". 
By Mr. HOYER: 

-At the end of title II (page 29, after line 
14> add the following new section: 
SEC. 207. SATELLITE SURVIVABILITY ENHANCE· 

MENT. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
In addition to the amount authorized to be 
appropriated for the Air Force in section 
201<a><3>, there is authorized to be appropri
ated for the Air Force for fiscal year 1986 
for research, development, test, and evalua
tion $20,000,000 to carry out the satellite 
survivability project of the Air Force Space 
Survivability Program. 

(b) REPORT.-The Secretary of the Air 
Force shall transmit, not later than Febru
ary l, 1986, to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives a report describing the de
velopment of long-term survivability criteria 
and research investment strategies to im
prove the survivability of satellites of the 
United States in view of the current and an
ticipated capability of the Soviet Union with 
respect to anti-satellite weapons. 

By Mr. HUNTER: 
-Page 193, after line 3, insert the following 
new part <and redesignate Part E and the 
succeeding sections accordingly): 

PART E-STRATEGIC DEFENSE 
INITIATIVE COMMISSION 

SEC. 1041. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this part is to establish a 
commission on the strategic defense initia
tive which will assist the United States-

< 1) to more definitively delineate the 
President's objectives for the Strategic De
fensive Initiative program, as expressed in 
his March 23, 1983, speech on that program; 
and 

(2) to revalidate the content of the Strate
gic Defense Initiative program by determin
ing if its research programs are meeting the 
objectives set forth by the President. 
SEC. 1042. ESTABLISHMENT. 

Not later than 30 days after the enact
ment of this Act, the President shall estab
lish a Strategic Defense Initiative Commis
sion <hereafter in this part referred to as 
the "Commission"). 
SEC. 1043. DUTIES. 

The duties of the Commission shall be-
< 1 > to identify those elements of the Stra

tegic Defense Initiative program which can 
demonstrate the Strategic Defense Initia
tive's technical feasibility, to determine the 
timetable for the demonstrations occurring, 
and to project the costs of those demonstra
tions; 

(2) to determine if the creation of an orga
nizational and administrative project office 
within the Strategic Defense Initiative Or
ganization <SDIO> of the Department of De
fense would provide for better program 
management to enhance the program's effi
ciency; 

<3> to set milestones for the program; and 
(4) to develop a transition plan which pro

vides for a stable incorporation of strategic 
defense systems into our national security 
posture in the future. 
SEC. 1044. MEMBERSHIP. 

(a) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.-0) The 
Commission shall be composed of five mem
bers appointed by the President. The mem
bers shall be selected from among individ
uals from Federal, State, and local govern
ments, industry, business, academia, the 
military, and the general population who, 
by reason of their background, education, 
training, or experience, possess expertise in 
national security, scientific and technologi
cal pursuits, or the use and implication of 
the use of such pursuits. 

(2) An individual serving in one of the fol
lowing positions may not be a member of 
the Commission: 

<A> A position in Schedule C of subpart C 
of part 213 of title 5, Code of Federal Regu
lations. 

<B> A position filled by noncareer execu
tive assignment under subpart F of part 305 
of title 5, Code of Federal Regulations. 

<C> A position in the Executive Schedule 
under subchapter II of chapter 53 of title 5, 
United States Code, other than a career Ex
ecutive Schedule position. 

(b) VACANCY.-A vacancy in the Commis
sion shall be filled in the manner in which 
the original appointment was made. Ap
pointments may be made under this section 
without regard to section 531l<b> of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(C) CONTINUATION OF MEMBERSHIP.-If any 
member of the Commission begins service in 
a position described in subsection <a><2>, 
that member may continue as a member of 
the Commission for not longer than the 
seven-day period beginning on the date that 
member begins such service. 
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Cd> TERMS.-Members shall be appointed 

for the life of the Commission. 
Ce> BASIC PAY.-Cl) Members of the Com

mission shall each be paid at a rate not to 
exceed the daily equivalent of the maximum 
annual rate of basic pay in effect for grade 
GS-18 of the General Schedule for each day 
<including travel time) during which they 
are engaged in the actual performance of 
duties vested in the Commission. 

<2> Members of the Commission who are 
full-time employees of the United States 
shall receive no additional pay, allowances, 
or benefits by reason of their service on the 
Commission. 

(f} CHAIRMAN.-The Chairman and Vice 
Chairman of the Commission shall be desig
nated by the President. 

(g) MEETINGS.-The Commission shall 
meet at the call of the Chairman. 
SEC. 1045. STAFF OF COMMISSION. 

The Commission shall appoint and fix the 
compensation of such personnel as it deems 
advisable, except that rates for individuals 
may not to exceed the daily equivalent of 
the maximum annual rate of basic pay pay
able for GS-15 of the General Schedule. 
The Chairman of the Commission shall be 
responsible for-

( 1) the assignment of duties and responsi
bilities and the supervision of such person
nel; and 

(2) the use and expenditure of funds avail
able to the Commission. 
SEC. 1046. POWERS OF COMMISSION. 

(a) OBTAINING OFFICIAL DATA.-The Com
mission may secure directly from any de
partment or agency of the United States in
formation necessary to enable it to carry 
out this part. Upon request of the Chairman 
of the Commission, the head of such depart
ment or agency shall furnish such informa
tion to the Commission. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.- . 
The Administrator of General Services shall 
provide to the Commission on a reimbursa
ble basis such administrative support serv
ices as the Commission may request. 
SEC. 1047. REPORT. 

Not later than six months after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Commis
sion shall submit, in both a classified and an 
unclassified manner, to the President and to 
each House of the Congress a report of its 
findings. The report shall contain a detailed 
statement of the findings and conclusions of 
the Commission, together with its recom
mendations for such legislation and admin
istrative actions as it considers appropriate. 
SEC. 1048. TERMINATION. 

The Commission shall cease to exist upon 
the submission of its final report pursuant 
to section 1047. 
-At the end of part C of title X (page 176, 
after line 8) insert the following new sec
tion: 
SEC. 1024. REPORT ON RETENTION OF BASIC POINT 

DEFENSE MISSILE SYSTEM 
(a) REQUIREMENT FOR REPORT BY SECRE

TARY OF THE NAVY.-The Secretary of the 
Navy shall submit to the Committees on 
Armed Servic(.s of the Senate and House of 
Representatives a report on the removal of 
the Basic Point Defense Missile System for 
naval amphibious vessels. 

(b) REPLACEMENT OF THE BASIC POINT DE
FENSE MISSILE SYSTEM.-The report shall 
consider the current plans to replace the 
Basic Point Defense Missile System on am
phibious vessels with the Close in Weapon 
System. 

<2> The report shall include an assessment 
of the effectiveness of the anti-air warfare 

capabilities of amphibious vessels. This as
sessment shall be used by the Secretary of 
the Navy in considering augmenting rather 
than replacing the Basic Point Defense Mis
sile System on amphibious vessels with the 
Close in Weapon System. 

(C) LIMITATIONS ON REMOVAL OF BASIC 
POINT DEFENSE MISSILE SYSTEK.-The Sec
retary of the Navy may not remove the 
Basic Point Defense Missile System from 
amphibious vessels until the report is sub-
mitted. . 
-At the end of title II <page 29, after line 
14) insert the following new section: 
SEC. 207. ALLIED COOPERATION UNDER SDI RE

SEARCH CONTRACTS. 
(a) ENCOURAGEMENT OF JOINT VENTURES.

The President should, to the maximum 
extent feasible, seek the cooperation and 
participation of United States allies in the 
research and development of technologies 
that would assist in the Strategic Defense 
Initiative, taking into account the mutual 
security need to preserve the integrity and 
control of critical technologies. To this end, 
the Secretary of Defense should encourage 
joint ventures between United States firms 
and qualified private sector firms within the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Japan, 
and Israel. 

(b) SAFEGUARDS FOR CRITICAL 'rEcHNOL
OGIES.-The Secretary of Defense shall re
quire that appropriate safeguards <as deter
mined by the Secretary> to protect critical 
technologies from unauthorized transfer to 
nonalliance nations be agreed to by any 
firm participating in such a joint venture. 
In awarding contracts for research and de
velopment connected with the Strategic De
fense Initiative, the Secretary shall give 
preference to ventures in which both parties 
agree to such safeguards. 

(C) IMPLEMENTATION.-(!) The Secretary of 
Defense shall prescribe regulations to carry 
out the purposes of this section. 

(2) The Secretary shall establish a moni
toring committee to ensure that the pur
poses of this section and the safeguards re
quired by this section are implemented. 

<3> Paragraphs <l> and (2) may be carried 
out only after full consultations with the 
Secretary of State, the Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs, the 
President's Science Advisor, and such other 
officials as the President may designate. 
-Page 38, after line 10, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 308. LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS TO DIS

MANTLE POSEIDON-CLASS SUBMA
RINE. 

No funds appropriated for fiscal year 1986 
under any authorization of appropriations 
in this title may be used to dismantle any 
Poseidon-class submarine until-

< 1) the President submits to the Congress 
a report with respect to-

<A> the feasibility of transferring the own
ership of any such submarine to the United 
Kingdom; and 

<B> if the transfer referred to in subpara
graph <A> is not feasible, the feasibility of 
converting any such submarine into an SSN
type submarine or SSGN-type submarine; 
and 

< 2 > the 60-day period beginning on the 
date of the submission of such report to the 
Congress expires. 
-Page 38, after line 10, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 308. LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS TO DE

ACTIVATE CERTAIN STRATEGIC WEAP
ONS. 

No funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available to the Department of Defense may 

be obligated or expended for the purpose of 
deactivating or removing from service any 
Minuteman intercontinental ballistic mis
sile, Poseidon missile, or Poseidon-class sub
marine for any reason <including compli
ance with any provision of the agreement 
between the United States and the Soviet 
Union on limitation of strategic offensive 
arms known as the SALT II agreement and 
signed in Vienna, Austria, on June 18, 1979) 
until the President certifies to the Congress 
that the Soviet Union is in full compliance 
with such agreement. 

By Mr. LEVIN of Michigan: 
-At the end of title II (page 29, after line 
14) insert the following new section: 
SEC. 207. IMPLICATIONS OF 1972 ABM TREATY ON 

THE STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE. 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds-
( 1 > that the President's Commission on 

Strategic Forces declared in its report to the 
President, dated March 21, 1984, that "One 
of the most successful arms control agree
ments is the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 
1972"; and 

<2> that the Secretary of State has stated 
that the "ABM Treaty requires consulta
tions, and the President has explicitly recog
nized that any ABM-related deployment 
arising from research into ballistic missile 
defense would be a matter for consultations 
and negotiation between the Parties". 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL POLICY.-The Con
gress, therefore, declares-

< 1) that it fully supports the declared 
policy of the President that a principal ob
jective of the United States in negotiations 
with the Soviet Union on nuclear and space 
arms is to reverse the erosion of the Treaty 
Between the United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on 
the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Sys
tems, signed on May 26, 1972 <commonly re
ferred to as the "ABM Treaty">: and 

<2> that action by the Congress in approv
ing funds for research on the Strategic De
fense Initiative-

<A> does not express or imply an intention 
on the part of the Congress that the United 
States should abrogate, violate, or otherwise 
erode such treaty; and 

<B> does not express or imply any determi
nation or commitment on the part of the 
Congress that the United States develop, 
test, or deploy ballistic missile strategic de
fense weaponry that would contravene such 
treaty. 

By Mr. LEVINE Of California: 
-Insert the following new section at the 
end of title I (page 22, after line 23): 
SEC. 111. REQUIREMENTS WITH RESPECT TO THE 

BRADLEY FIGHTING VEHICLE. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-(!) The Secretary of De
fense shall submit a report to the Armed 
Services Committees of the House of Repre
sentatives and the Senate, in both a classi
fied and an unclassified version, with re
spect to the Bradley Fighting vehicle. Such 
report shall describe the results of the two 
phase live fire survivability testing program 
being carried out with respect to such vehi
cle. 

<2> In Phase 1 of the testing program re
ferred to in paragraph Cl>, at least 10 live 
fire tests using anti-armor weapons of the 
Soviet Union shall be conducted against 
such vehicle in its present configuration. In 
Phase 2 of such program, similar tests shall 
be conducted against such vehicle with en
hanced survivability features. 

(b) CONTENT OF REPORT.-The report re
quired by this section shall contain the fol
lowing: 
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< U A complete analysis of the results of 

the testing program referred to in subsec
tion <a>. including an accounting of all of 
the test shots which were fired at such vehi
cle, the distances from which they were 
fired, and the effects of such shots. 

<2> A description and justification for the 
measures of merit and the pass/fail crite
rion used in the testing program. 

<3> A justification for exempting from the 
testing program any overmatch or under
match weapon which would likely be en
countered in combat conditions. 

<4> Potential problems that were revealed 
by the tests and a proposed design modifica
tion for remedying such problems. 

<5> The estimated unit cost of each pro
posed survivability modification and the 
overall program cost for the modifications. 

<6> A comparison of the estimated unit 
cost of the Bradley Fighting Vehicle in both 
the baseline configuration and the modified 
configurations. 

(C) DATE OF SUBMISSION FOR THE REPORT.
The reports required by this section shall be 
transmitted as follows: 

Cl> The report regarding the results of 
Phase 1 shall be transmitted no later than 
December l, 1985. 

<2> The report regarding the results of 
Phase 2 shall be transmitted no later than 
June l, 1986. 

By Mr. LOWERY of California: 
-At the end of title V (page 68, after line 6) 
add the following new section: 
SEC. 533. ELIGIBILITY OF CERTAIN ALIENS FOR 

JUNIOR ROTC. 
Section 2031Cb>Cl> of title 10, United 

States Code, is amended by striking out "are 
citizens or nationals of the United States" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "who are citi
zens or nationals of the United States, 
aliens lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence, or aliens 
admitted as minor children of nonimmi
grants described in section 101Ca>Cl5><H> of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101Ca>Cl5)CH))". 

By Mr. MARKEY: 
-Add the following new section at the end 
of title X (page 200, after line 4>: 
SEC. 1040. RESTRICTION ON FUNDING FOR STAND

ARD MISSILE-2. 
<a> IN GENERAL.-None of the funds au

thorized to be appropriated in this Act shall 
be obligated or expended for research, de
velopment, testing, evaluation, or procure
ment associated with a nuclear variant of 
the Standard Missile-2CN> CSM-2CN)), the 
W81 warhead for the Standard Missile-2<N>. 
or any other nuclear warhead for the Stand
ard Missile-2<N>. 

Cb> REPORT.-Not later than February 15, 
1986, the Secretary of the Navy shall submit 
a report to Congress, in both classified and 
unclassified form, which includes the fol
lowing information: 

< 1 > A description of the circumstances 
under which the SM-2<N> would be utilized 
and an assessment of likely enemy response 
<including countermeasures>. 

<2> A description of the release procedures 
and circumstances under which release 
would be authorized for employment of the 
SM-2CN). 

(3) An analysis of conventional alterna
tives to the SM-2<N>. including any neces
sary modification to the SM-2 or alternative 
to the Standard missile or warhead and the 
associated costs of those alternatives. 

<4> A summary of all studies previously 
conducted analyzing the impact of the use 
of a nuclear naval surface-to-air missile on 
United States Navy vessels and their equip
ment. 
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<5> A list of all ships of the United States 
which would receive the SM-2CN> if it were 
procured. 

<6> The number of additional conventional 
armed missiles which could be carried by 
ships of the United States Navy if the SM-
2CN> were not deployed and the impact on 
fleet air defense from that reduced conven
tional load. 

<7> Any plans or programs for the develop
ment of a nuclear armed surface-to-air or 
air-to-air missile for fleet defense other 
than the SM-2CN>. 
-Page 151, strike out lines 23 and 24 <relat
ing to authorization of funding for Project 
86-D-148, special isotope separation plant 
<design only». 

Page 153, strike out lines 13 through 15 
<relating to authorization of funding for 
Project 84-D-135, process facility modifica
tions, Richland, Washington>. 

Page 153, strike out lines 16 through 19 
<relating to Project 84-D-136, enriched ura
nium conversion facility modifications, Y-12 
Plant, Oak Ridge, Tennessee>. 
-Page 145, line 15, strike out "$502,445,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$427,645,000". 

Page 145, strike out lines 16 and 17, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

Ci> no amount may be used for special iso
tope separation; 

Page 145, line 7, strike out "$83,475,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$120,875,000". 

Page 145, line 8, insert the following 
before the period: ", and of which 
$37,400,000 shall be used to study and im
prove satellite surveillance capabilities for 
the purpose of verifying compliance with a 
negotiated agreement between the Soviet 
Union and the Unit.ed States halting the 
production of plutonium and high-enriched 
uranium for nuclear weapons". 

Page 146, line 7, strike out "$54,325,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$91,725,000". 

Page 146, line 8, insert the following 
before the period: ", and of which 
$37,400,000 shall be used to augment the ac
tivities of the Nuclear Safeguards Technolo
gy Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico, for 
the purpose of improving the International 
Atomic Energy Agency's safeguards and 
studying the feasibility of applying them to 
a negotiated agreement between the Soviet 
Union and the United States halting the 
production of plutonium and high-enriched 
uranium for nuclear weapons." 
-Insert the following new section at the 
end of title X (page 200, after line 4>: 
SEC. 1050. CEILING ON ANNUAL OUTPUT OF DOE 

PLUTONIUM PRODUCTION REACTORS. 
None of the funds appropriated pursuant 

to authorizations of appropriations in this 
or any other Act for national security pro· 
grams may be obligated or expended for the 
operation of Department of Energy military 
plutonium production reactors in a manner 
which would produce more plutonium in 
any fiscal year after fiscal year 1985 for De· 
partment of Energy national security pro· 
grams than was produced for such programs 
in fiscal year 1984. 
-Insert the following new section at the 
end of title IX (page 166, after line 2>: 
SEC. 936. REPORT ON FUTURE REQUIREMENTS FOR 

WEAPONS-USEABLE NUCLEAR MATE· 
RIALS. 

<a> IN OENERAL.-Not later than February 
l, 1985, the President shall submit a report 
to the Congress <in both classified and un
classified form> describing in detail the 
nature of the military requirement which 
would justify-

< 1 > resuming production of highly en
riched uranium for weapons purposes; and 

<2> diverting plutonium from nonmilitary 
uses to military uses by enriching it for . use 
in the weapons program. 

(b) ADDITIONAL SPECIFIC CONTENTS.-The 
report should also-

Cl >address the feasibility of establishing a 
reasonable schedule for weapons production 
by utilizing retirements of the W-31, W-33, 
B-53, and W-53 nuclear weapons as the pri
mary source of oralloy and plutonium for 
new weapons; 

(2) examine the option of meeting addi
tional military needs for plutonium through 
blending of fuel-grade with super-grade 
stocks; and 

(3) explore the impact of special isotope 
separation technology and other weapons
useable material production initiatives on 
the potential for further nuclear prolifera
tion. 
-Insert the following new section at the 
end of title X (page 200, after line 4>: 
SEC. 1050. PROHIBITION OF PRODUCTION OF THE 

155-MILLIMETER ARTILLERY-FIRED, 
ATOMIC PROJECTILE. 

(a) LIMITATION OF FuNDs AUTHORIZED FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1986.-None of the funds ap
propriated pursuant to the authorizations 
of appropriations in this or any other Act 
may be used for the production of the 155-
millimeter artillery-fired, atomic projectile 
CW-82>. 

(b) REPEAL OF PRIOR AUTHORIZATION.-Sec
tion 1635 of the Department of Energy Na
tional Security and Military Applications of 
Nuclear Energy Authorization Act of 1985 
<title XVI of Public Law 98-525) is repealed. 

(C) LIMITS ON THE PRODUCTION OF 8-INCH 
ARTILLERY-FIRED ATOMIC PROJECTILES.-The 
total number of 8-inch artillery-fired atomic 
projectiles <W-79> produced may not exceed 
the number allocated for such projectiles in 
the plan submitted to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives on February 4, 1985, by the 
Secretary of Defense pursuant to the re
quirement of subsection Cc> of section 1635 
of the Department of Energy National Se
curity and Military Applications of Nuclear 
Energy Authorization Act of 1985, as in 
effect on such date. 

(d) CONDITIONS APPLIED TO THE MANUFAC· 
TURE OF 8·1NCH ARTILLERY-FIRED ATOMIC 
PROJECTILES.-ln the case of the 8-inch artil
lery-fired projectile <W-79>. the following 
conditions shall be complied with: 

<U No such warhead produced after the 
date of enactment of this Act may be pro
duced in the enhanced-radiation version. 

<2> No activity may be undertaken with re
spect to research, development, testing, 
evaluation, or production of a component or 
module which could be inserted into the W-
79 warhead to give it an enhanced radiation 
capability. 

(3) In producing such warheads, special 
emphasis shall be placed upon improve
ments in the safety, security, range and sur
vivability of such warheads. 

<4> Replacement of obsolete artillery-fired 
atomic projectiles now in Europe shall be 
carried out within the nuclear stockpile 
limits agreed to by NATO Defense Ministers 
at Montebello, Canada, in October 1983, 
which required the withdrawal of 1,400 tac
tical nuclear warheads from the European 
stockpile in addition to the 1,000 warheads 
withdrawn in 1980. 
-Add the following new section at the end 
of title X (page 200, after line 4>: 
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SEC. 1050. RESTRICTION ON FUNDING FOR MX MIS

SILE WARHEAD. 
None of the funds appropriated pursuant 

to an authorization provided in this or any 
other Act for national security programs 
may be obligated or expended for the pro
duction of more than 425 W87 warheads for 
the MX missile program. 
-Add the following new section at the end 
of title IX <page 166, after line 2>: 
SEC. 935. PROHIBITION ON FUNDING FOR SMALL 

ATOMIC DEMOLITION MUNITION. 
None of the funds appropriated pursuant 

to an authorization provided in this title 
may be obligated or expended for any activi
ty carried out with respect to the small 
atomic demolition munition <SADM>. 
-Add the following new section at the end 
of title X (page 200, after line 4>: 
SEC. 1050. RESTRICTION ON FUNDING ON TRIDENT 

II WARHEAD. 
No funds appropriated pursuant to an au

thorization provided in this or any other 
Act for national security programs may be 
obligated or expended for the production or 
deployment of any warhead/reentry body 
combination other than the W76/Mark 4 
warhead/reentry body combination for the 
Trident II <D-5> missile program. 

By Mr. NICHOLS: 
-At the end of title III <page 38, after line 
10), insert the following new section: 
SEC. 308. SPECIFICATION OF CORE-LOGISTICS 

FUNCTIONS SUBJECT TO CONTRACT
ING-OUT LIMITATION. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-A function of the De
partment of Defense described in subsection 
<b> shall be deemed for the purposes of sec
tion 307<b> of the Department of Defense 
Authorization Act, 1985 <Public Law 98-525; 
98 Stat. 2514), to be a logistics activity iden
tified by the Secretary of Defense under 
section 307<a><2> of such Act as necessary to 
maintain the logistics capability of the De
partment of Defense described in section 
307<a><l> of such Act. 

(b) DESCRIPTION OF FuNCTIONS.-The func
tions to which subsection <a> applies are the 
following: 

<l> Depot level distribution and mainte
nance of mission-essential materiel at the 
following activities of the Army: 

Anniston Army Depot, Anniston, Ala
bama. 

Corpus Christi Army Depot, Corpus Chris
ti, Texas. 

Crane Army Ammunition Plant, Crane, 
Indiana. 

Fort Wingate Army Depot, Gallup, New 
Mexico. 

Letterkenny Army Depot, Letterkenny, 
Pennsylvania. 

Lexington-Blue Grass Army Depot, Lex
ington, Kentucky. 

McAlester Army Ammunition Plan, McAl
ester, Oklahoma. 

New Cumberland Army Depot, Harris
burg, Pennsylvania. 

Pueblo Army Depot, Pueblo, Colorado. 
Red River Army Depot, Texarkana, 

Texas. 
Rock Island Arsenal, Rock Island, Illinois. 
Sacramento Army Depot, Sacramento, 

California. 
Savanna Army Depot, Savanna, Illinois. 
Seneca Army Depot, Romulus, New York. 
Sharpe Army Depot, Stockton, California. 
Sierra Army Depot, Herlong, California. 
Tobyhanna Army Depot, Tobyhanna, 

Pennsylvania. 
Tooele Army Depot, Tooele, Utah. 
Umatilla Army Depot, Umatilla, Oregon. 
Watervliet Arsenal, Watervliet, New York. 
<2> Depot-level distribution and mainte-

nance of mission-essential materiel at the 
following activities of the Navy: 

Naval Air Rework Facility, Alameda, Cali
fornia. 

Naval Air Rework Facility, Cherry Point, 
North Carolina. 

Naval Air Rework Facility, Jacksonville, 
Florida. 

Naval Air Rework Facility, Norfolk, Vir
ginia. 

Naval Air Rework Facility, Pensacola, 
Florida. 

Naval Air Rework Facility, North Island, 
San Diego, California. 

Naval Aviation Supply Office, Philadel
phia, Pennsylvania. 

Naval Construction Battalion Center, Da
visville, Rhode Island. 

Naval Construction Battalion Center, 
Gulfport, Mississippi. 

Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port 
Hueneme, California. 

Naval Electronics Systems Engineering 
Center, San Diego, California. 

Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head, 
Maryland. 

Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville, Ken
tucky. 

Naval Shipyard, Charleston, South Caroli-
na. 

Naval Shipyard, Norfolk, Virginia. 
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California. 
Naval Shipyard, Mare Island, California. 
Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, Pennsylva-

nia. 
Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Kittery, 

Maine. 
Naval Shipyard, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. 
Naval Shipyard, Puget Sound, Bremerton, 

Washington. 
Naval Ship Repair Facility, Guam. 
Naval Supply Center, Charleston, South 

Carolina. 
Naval Supply Center, Jacksonville, Flori-

da. 
Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Virginia. 
Naval Supply Center, Oakland, California. 
Naval Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, 

Hawaii. 
Naval Supply Center, Puget Sound, Brem

erton, Washington. 
Naval Supply Center, San Diego, Califor

nia. 
Naval Undersea Warfare Engineering Sta

tion, Keyport, Washington. 
Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, 

South Carolina. 
Naval Weapons Station, Colts Neck, Earle, 

New Jersey. 
Naval Weapons Station, Concord, Califor

nia. 
Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach, Cali

fornia. 
Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, Virgin

ia. 
Naval Weapons Station Center Crane, In

diana. 
Navy Ships Parts Control Center, Me

chanicsburg, Pennsylvania. 
TRIDENT Refit Fac111ty, Bangor, Bremer

ton, Washington. 
<3> Depot-level distribution and mainte

nance of mission-essential material at the 
following activities of the Marine Corps: 

Marine Corps Logistics Base, Albany, 
Georgia. 

Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, 
California. 

<4> Depot-level distribution and mainte
nance of mission-essential material at the 
following activities of the Air Force: 

Aerospace Guidance and Meteorology 
Center, Newark Air Force Station, Ohio. 

Ogden Air Logistics Center, Hill Air Force 
Base, Utah. 

Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center, 
Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma. 

Sacramento Air Logistics Center, McClel
lan Air Force Base, California. 

San Antonio Air Logistics Center, Kelly 
Air Force Base, Texas. 

Warners Robins Air Logistics Center, 
Robins Air Force Base, Georgia. 

<5> Depot-level distribution and mainte
nance of mission-essential equipment at the 
following activities of the Defense Logistics 
Agency: 

Defense Construction Supply Center, Co
lumbus, Ohio. 

Defense Depot Mechanicsburg, Mechan
icsburg, Pennsylvania. 

Defense Depot Memphis, Memphis, Ten-
nessee. 

Defense Depot Ogden, Ogden, Utah. 
Defense Depot Tracy, Tracy, California. 
Defense Electronics Supply Center, 

Dayton, Ohio. 
Defense General Supply Center, Rich

mond, Virginia. 
Defense Industrial Plant Equipment 

Center, Memphis, Tennessee. 
Defense Industrial Supply Center, Phila

delphia, Pennsylvania. 
Defense Logistics Service Center, Battle 

Creek, Michigan. 
Defense Subsistence Office, Bayonne, New 

Jersey. 
<6> Depot-level distribution and mainte

nance of mission-essential materiel at the 
following activities the Defense Mapping 
Agency: 

Aerospace Center, Kansas City Field 
Office, Kansas City, Missouri. 

Aerospace Center, St. Louis AFS, Missou
ri. 

Office of Distribution Services, Brook
mont, Maryland. 

Office of Distribution Services, Clearfield, 
Utah. 

Office of Distribution Services, Philadel
phia, Pennsylvania. 

(C) MATTERS INCLUDED WITHIN SPECIFIED 
FuNCTIONs.-The functions described in sub
section <b> include-

< l> the facilities and equipment at the ac
tivities listed in that subsection; and 

<2> the Government personnel who 
manage and perform the work at those ac
tivities. 

(d) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN FuNCTIONS.
Subsection <b> does not include any func
tion that on the date of the enactment of 
this Act-

<1> is being performed under contract by 
non-Government personnel; or 

<2> has been announced to Congress for 
review for conversion to performance by 
non-Government personnel under Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-76. 

<e> DEFINITION.-For the purposes of this 
section, the term "mission-essential materi
el" means all materiel which is authorized 
and available to combat, combat support, 
combat service support, and combat readi
ness training forces to accomplish their as
signed mission. 

(f) TECHNICAL AMEND:MENT.-Section 
308(b)(4) of the Department of Defense Au
thorization Act, 1985 <Public Law 98-525; 98 
Stat. 2515), is amended by striking out "30-
day period" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"20-day period". 

By Mr. PANETTA: 
-Insert the following at the end of part C 
of title X (page 176, after line 8>: 
SEC. 1024. REPORT ON RETIREMENT BENEFITS OF 

PHILIPPINE SCOUTS. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of the 
Army (hereinafter in this section referred to 

' 
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as the "Secretary") shall conduct a study 
of-

< 1) the disparity between the pay received 
by members of the Philippine Scouts who 
served during World War II and the pay re
ceived by other members of the United 
States Army during such war who had 
grades and lengths of service that corre
spond to the grades and lengths of service 
of such members of the Philippine Scouts· 
and ' 

(2) the effect of this disparity on the re
tirement benefits of such members of the 
Philippine Scouts and their survivors. 

(b) PARTICULAR SUBJECTS OF THE STUDY
In carrying out such study, the Secret~ry 
shall-

< 1 > compile a list of all persons who served 
as members of the Philippine Scouts during 
the _period beginning December 7, 1941, and 
endmg December 31, 1946; 

<2> compile a list of persons described in 
paragraph < 1) who are alive on the date of 
enactment of this Act; 

(3) determine the amount of basic pay 
each person described in paragrP.ph (2) re
ceived for services rendered as a member of 
the Philippine Scouts during the period de
scribed in such paragraph and compare it to 
the amount of basic pay each such person 
would have received as a member of the 
Philippine Scouts during that period if the 
rates of basic pay during such period for the 
Philippine Scouts had been the same as the 
rates of basic pay for other members of the 
United States Army with corresponding 
grades and length of service during such 
period; 

(4) determine the amount of retired pay 
that each person described in paragraph (2) 
is entitled to receive as retired pay from the 
Army as a result of service rendered as a 
Philippine Scout and compare it to the 
amount such person would receive with re
spect to periods beginning after the date of 
enactment of this Act if the rate of basic 
pay payable to such person during the 
period described in paragraph < 1) had been 
the rate of basic pay payable to any other 
member of the United States Army with the 
corresponding grade and length of service 
during such period; and 

<5> determine possible options, and the 
costs of each, for recalculating the retire
ment pay of persons described in paragraph 
(2), including survivor benefits, in order to 
remedy the disparity in pay received by 
such persons during their service as Philip
pine Scouts. 

<c> REPORT.-0) The Secretary shall trans
mit, within one year after the date of enact
ment of this Act, to the Armed Services 
Committees of the Senate and House of 
Representatives a report containing the 
findings and conclusions of the Secretary 
with respect to each of the matters de
scribed in paragraphs (1) through (5) of sub
section (b). 

(2) If the Secretary determines that-
<A> the documents necessary to compile 

the lists and make the determinations under 
subsection Cb) are not attainable through 
reasonable efforts; or 

<B> the cost of compiling such lists and 
making such determinations is excessive, 
the Secretary shall make a report as soon as 
practicable to such Committees with a justi
fication of such determination. 

(3) If a report is made to the Committees 
under paragraph (2), the report to such 
Committees under paragraph < 1) shall be 
based on the best information that can be 
reasonably obtained without excessive costs. 

By Mr. PARRIS: 
-Add the following section at the end of 
title X (page 200, after line 4>: 
SEC. 1050. ESTABLISHMENT OF MINIMUM AGE WITH 

RESPECT TO THE PURCHASE AND 
CONSUMPTION OF ALCOHOLIC BEV
ERAGES ON MILITARY INSTALLA· 
TIONS. 

(~) IN GENERAL.-Section 2683 of title 10, 
Umted States Code, is amended by adding 
the following new subsection at the end 
thereof: 

"(c)(l) Except as provided in paragraphs 
(2) and (3), the minimum age, as defined in 
paragraph <4><B>. established by a State law 
shall be established and enforced as the 
minimum age on military installations locat
ed in that State. 

"(2) In the case of any military installa
tion located-

"<A> in more than one State; or 
"CB) in one State but within 40 miles of 

another State, Mexico, or Canada, 
the Secretary concerned may establish and 
enforce the minimum age established by the 
State law, Mexican law, or Canadian law as 
the case may be, that has the lower mini
mum age. 

"(3)(A) The commanding officer of a mili
tary installation may grant temporary ex
emptions to the requirement of paragraph 
< 1) if such officer determines that such ex
emption is justified by special circum
stances, as defined in regulations by the 
Secretary of Defense. 

"CB> Each commanding officer of each 
military installation shall submit a report 
every six months to the Secretary con
cerned containing a description of the 
nature, duration, and justification of each 
exemption made by such office under sub
paragraph CA> during the six-month period 
immediately preceding the month in which 
the report is filed. The first such report 
shall be submitted no later than 300 days 
after the date of the enactment of this sub
section. 

"CC) Each report made pursuant to sub
paragraph CB> shall be transmitted by the 
Secretary concerned to the Secretary of De
fense within 30 days after the receipt of 
such report. 

"CD> as soon as practicable after receiving 
the first transmittal of reports from all of 
the Secretaries concerned under subpara
graph <C>, the Secretary of Defense shall 
transmit to the Congress a report contain
ing-

"(i) the first report submitted by each 
Secretary concerned under subparagraph 
CC>; 

"CH> the military installations affected by 
paragraph (2); and 

"(iii) any information with respect to any 
administration or other problem resulting 
from the application of the provisions of 
this subsection. 

"CE> After the transmittal of the report 
under subparagraph <D>, the Secretary of 
Defense shall transmit reports under this 
subsection to Congress only when requested 
by the Chairman and ranking minority 
member of either the Committee on Armed 
Services of the Senate or of House of Repre
sentatives. 

"(4) As used in this subsection: 
"CA) 'State' means each of the several 

States and the District of Columbia· and 
"CB> 'minimum age' means the ~inimum 

age or ages established for persons who may 
purchase, possess, or consume alcoholic bev
erages.''. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-(!) Section 
2683(b) of such title is amended by striking 

out "section" in subsection Cb) and inserting 
in lieu thereof "subsection Ca)". 

<2> Section 6 of the 1951 Amendments to 
the Universal Military Training and Service 
Act (50 U.S.C. App. 473) is amended by 
striking out "The" in the first sentence and 
inserting in lieu thereof "Subject to section 
2683 of title 10, United States Code the". 

"(C) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTs.-o>' The sec
tioi:i heading for section 2683Cc> of title 10, 
Umted States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
"§ 2683. Relinquishment of legislative jurisdic

tion; minimum age for the purchase and con
sumption of alcoholic beverages.'' 
(2) The item for section 2683 in the table 

of sections at the beginning of chapter 159 
of such title is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 2683. Relinquishment of legislative juris-

diction; minimum age for the 
purchase and consumption of 
alcoholic beverages.'' 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

By Mr.RUDD: 
-At the end of title X add the following 
new section: 
SEC. 1050. STUDY BY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE. 

The Secretary of Defense shall make a 
study of the desirability of reinstating the 
death penalty as an alternative penalty for 
persons convicted of espionage relating to 
the national defense, and report to the Con
gress the results of such study, together 
with any related recommendations for legis
lation, not later than the thirtieth day be
ginning after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

By Mr. SAVAGE: 
-Page 29, after line 14, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 207. CONDITION ON RESEARCH, DEVELOP· 

MENT, TESTING, AND EVALUATION. 
Ca) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subsection (b), not less than 5 percent of the 
amounts appropriated pursuant to authori
zations made by this title shall be expended 
for contracts entered into with small busi
ness concerns owned and controlled by so
cially and economically disadvantaged indi
viduals <as defined by section 8 of the Small 
Business Act and regulations issued under 
such section), historically Black colleges and 
universities, and minority institutions (as 
defined by the Secretary of Education pur
suant to the general Education Provisions 
Act). 

Cb) ExcEPTION.-After the Secretary of 
Defense has set aside the amount referred 
to in subsection Ca) to be used for the pur
poses described in such subsection, the Sec
retary may use any of such amounts for au
thorized research, development, testing, or 
evaluation contracts other than those de
scribed in such subsection if each such con
tract is justified on a case-by-case basis and 
a report is submitted to Congress describing 
such justification no later than 60 days 
before such contract is entered into. 

By Mr. SAVAGE: 
-Page 22, after line 23, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC.111. CONDITION ON PROCUREMENT. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsection Cb), not less than 10 percent of 
the amount appropriated pursuant to the 
authorizations made by this title shall be 
expended for contracts with small business 
concerns owned and controlled by socially 
and economically disadvantaged individuals, 
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as defined in section 8 of the Small Business 
Act and regulations issued pursuant to such 
section. 

(b) ExcEPTION.-After the Secretary of 
Defense has set aside the amount referred 
to in subsection <a> to be used for the pur
poses described in such subsection, the Sec
retary may use any of such amounts for au
thorized procurement contracts other than 
those described in such subsection if each 
such contract is Justified on a case-by-case 
basis and a report is submitted to Congress 
describing such justification no later than 
60 days before such contract is entered into. 

By Mrs. SCHROEDER: 
-At the end of part B of title X <page 172, 
after line 20) insert the following new sec
tion: 
SEC. 1016. CONTINUED OPERATION BY THE SECRE

TARY OF DEFENSE OF THE DEFENSE 
DEPENDENTS' EDUCATION SYSTEM. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCA
TION ORGANIZATION AcT.-<1) Sections 
202<e>, 208, 302, and 401(f) of the Depart
ment of Education Organization Act <20 
U.S.C. 3412(e), 3418, 3442, and 346l<f» are 
repealed. 

<2> Section 419(a) of such Act <20 U.S.C. 
3479<a» is amended-

<A> by striking out"(!)" after "(a)"; and 
<B> by striking out paragraph <2>. 
<3> Section 503<a> of such Act <20 U.S.C. 

3503<a» is amended-
<A> by striking out"(!)" after "<a>"; and 
<B> by striking out paragraph (2). 
(4) The table of contents at the beginning 

of such Act is amended by striking out the 
items relating to sections 208 and 302. 

<5> Section 414<b> of such Act <20 U.S.C. 
3474<b» is amended by striking out "302,". 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO DEFENSE DEPENDENTS' 
EDUCATION ACT OF 1978.-(1) Section 1402 of 
the Defense Dependents' Education Act of 
1978 (20 U.S.C. 921) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsec
tion: 

"(c) The Secretary of Defense shall con
sult with the Secretary of Education on the 
educational programs and practices of the 
defense dependents' education system.". 

<2><A> Subsection <a><l> of section 1410 of 
such Act (20 U.S.C. 928) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
sentence: "The membership of each such 
advisory committee shall also include one 
nonvoting member designated by the orga
nization recognized as the exclusive bargain
ing representative of the employees working 
at the school.". 

<B> The first sentence of subsection <b> of 
such section is amended by striking out 
"Members" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Except in the case of a nonvoting member 
designated under the last sentence of sub
section <a>< 1 ), members". 

<C> The second sentence of such subsec
tion is amended by striking out "The Secre
tary of Education, in consultation with the 
Secretary of Defense," and inserting in lieu 
thereof "The Secretary of Defense." 

<3><A> Subsection <a> of section 1411 of 
such Act (20 U.S.C. 929> is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(a)(l) There is established in the Depart
ment of Defense an Advisory Council on De
pendants' Education <hereinafter in this 
section referred to as the 'Council'). The 
Council shall be composed of-

"<A> the Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of Education, or their respective 
designees; 

"<B> 12 individuals appointed jointly by 
the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary 
of Education who shall be individuals who 

have demonstrated an interest in the field 
of primary or secondary education and who 
shall include representatives of professional 
employee organizations, school administra
tors, and parents of students enrolled in the 
defense dependents' education system, and 
one student enrolled in such system; and 

"(C) a representative of the Secretary of 
Defense and of the Secretary of Education. 

"(2) Individuals appointed to the Council 
from professional employee organizations 
shall be individuals designated by those or
ganizations. 

"(3) The Secretary of Defense, or the Sec
retary's designee, and the Secretary of Edu
cation, or the Secretary's designee, shall 
serve as cochairmen of the Council. 

"(4) The Director shall be the Executive 
Secretary of the council.". 

<4> Subsection <b><l> of such section is 
amended by inserting "the Secretary of De
fense and" before "the Secretary of Educa
tion". 

(5) Subsection <c> of such section is 
amended-

< A> by striking out "at least four times 
each year" and inserting in lieu thereof "at 
least two times each year"; 

<B> by striking out paragraph <2>; 
<C> by redesignating paragraphs (3), (4), 

and <5> as paragraphs (2), (3), and <4>, re
spectively; and 

<D> by striking out "Secretary of Educ
tion" in paragraph <4> <as redesignated by 
subparagraph <C> of this paragraph) and in
serting in lieu thereof "Secretary of De
fense". 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
5316 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended by striking out "Administrator of 
Education for Overseas Dependents, De
partment of Education.". 
-At the end of the' bill add the following 
new section: 
Sec. . FREEZE AT 1985 APPROPRIATION LEVEL. 

The total amount appropriated pursuant 
to the authorizations of appropriations in 
this Act may not exceed $214,836,235,000. 
-Page 43, after line 21, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 503. EXERCISE OF CERTAIN AUTHORITIES RE

LATING TO CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES OF 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. 

For purposes of civilian employees of the 
Department of Defense, the Secretary of 
Defense shall exercise the following au
thorities: 

< 1> Authorities assigned to the Director of 
the Office of Personnel Management under 
section 5.2<a> of Executive Order Number 
10577 <5 U.S.C. 3301 note>, relating to inves
tigation of the suitability of applicants. 

<2> Authorities assigned to the Office of 
Personnel Management under Executive 
Order Number 10450 (5 U.S.C. 7311 note), 
relating to security requirements for Feder
al employees. 
-Page 166, after line 2, insert the following 
title <and redesignate the succeeding title 
and sections accordingly>: 

TITLE X-MILITARY FAMILY POLICY 
AND PROGRAMS 

SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Military 

Family Act". 
SEC.1002. OFFICE OF FAMILY POLICY. 

<a> ESTABLISHMENT.-There is hereby es
tablished in the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense an Office of Family Policy <herein
after in this section referred to as the 
"Office">. The Office shall be under the As
sistant Secretary of Defense designated on 
May 1, 1985, as the Assistant Secretary of 

Defense for Manpower, Installations, and 
Logistics. 

<b> DUTIES.-The Office shall coordinate 
programs and activities of the military de
partments relating to military families and 
shall make recommendations to the Secre
taries of the military departments with re
spect to programs, activities, and policies re
lating to military families. 

<c> REPORT.-The Secretary of Defense 
shall report to Congress, no later than Sep
tember 30, 1986. The report shall include

< 1) a description of the activities of the 
Office and the composition of its staff; and 

<2> the recommendations of the Office for 
legislative and administrative action to en
hance the well-being of military families. 
SEC. 1003. TRANSFER OF MILITARY FAMILY RE-

SOURCE CENTER. 
The Military Family Resource Center of 

the Department of Defense is hereby trans
ferred from the Office of the Assistant Sec
retary of Defense for Health Affairs to the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
designated on May 1, 1985, as the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Manpower, Instal
lations, and Logistics. 
SEC.1004. SURVEYS OF MILITARY FAMILIES. 

The Secretary of Defense may conduct 
surveys, without clearance from any other 
Federal agency, to determine the effective
ness of existing Federal programs relating 
to military families and the need for new 
programs. 
SEC. 1005. FAMILY MEMBERS SERVING ON ADVISO

RY COMMTITEES. 
A committee within the Department of 

Defense which advises or assists the Depart
ment in the performance of any function 
which affects members of military families 
and which includes members of military 
families in its membership shall not be con
sidered an advisory committee under section 
3<2> of the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
<5 U.S.C. App.) solely because of such mem
bership. 
SEC. 1006. EMPWYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR 

MILITARY SPOUSES. 
The Secretary of Defense shall issue regu

lations to ensure that-
< 1> notice of any vacant position in the 

Department of Defense is provided in a 
manner reasonably designed to reach 
spouses of members of the Armed Forces 
whose permanent duty stations are in the 
same geographic area as the area in which 
the position is located; 

<2> the spouse of a member of the Armed 
Forces who applies for a vacant position in 
the Department of Defense shall, to the 
extent practicable, be considered for any 
such position located in the same geograph
ic area as the permanent duty station of the 
member; 

< 3 > the qualified spouse of a member of 
the Armed Forces stationed outside the 
United States may be appointed to a vacant 
position in the Department of Defense in 
the same geographic area as the permanent 
duty station of the member without regard 
to the provisions of title 5, United States 
Code, governing appointments in the com
petitive service; and 

<4> all Department of Defense nonappro
priated fund activities give preference in 
hiring to dependents of members of the 
Armed Forces stationed in the same geo
graphic area as the nonappropriated fund 
activity. 
SEC. 1007. YOUTH SPONSORSHIP PROGRAM. 

The Secretary of Defense shall provide 
for the establishment at each military in
stallation of a youth sponsorship program 
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to facilitate the integration of dependent 
children of members of the Armed Forces 
into new surroundings when relocation to 
that military installation is a result of a per
manent change of station. Such a program 
shall provide for involvement of dependent 
children of members stationed at the mili
tary installation. 
SEC. 1008. STUDENT TRAVEL WITHIN THE UNITED 

STATES. 
Funds available to the Department of De

fense for the travel and transportation of 
dependent students of military personnel 
stationed overseas may be obligated for 
transportation allowances for travel within 
or between the contiguous United States. 
SEC. 1009. RELOCATION AND HOUSING. 

(a) RELOCATION ASSISTANCE.-The Secre
tary of Defense may, subject to available ap
propriations, enter into contracts with firms 
which provide assistance to individuals relo
cating from one geographic area to another 
to provide such assistance to members of 
the uniformed services and members of 
their families. 

(b) AMORTIZATON PERIOD FOR PARKING FA
CILITIES FOR HOUSE TRAILERS AND MOBILE 
HoMEs.-Subsection Ck> of section 403 of 
title 37, United States Code, is amended by 
striking out "15-year period" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "25-year period". 

(C) COST OF UNACCOMPANIED PERSONNEL 
HOUSING FOR MEMBERS OF UNIFORMED SERV
ICE.-Section 5911 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"Ch) A member of the uniformed service 
on a permanent change of duty station or 
temporary duty orders and occupying unac
companied personnel housing-

"Cl) is exempt from the requirement of 
subsection Cc> to pay a rental rate or charge 
based on the reasonable value of the quar
ters and facilities provided; and 

"(2) shall pay such lesser rate or charge as 
the Secretary of Defense establishes by reg
ulation.". 
SEC.1010. FOOD PROGRAMS. 

(a) FOOD COSTS FOR CERTAIN ENLISTED 
MEMBERs.-Section 1011 of title 37, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

"Cc> Enlisted members in pay grades E-1, 
E-2, E-3, and E-4, and members of their im
mediate families, may not be charged for 
meals sold at messes in excess of a level suf
ficient to cover food costs.". 

(b) REIMBURSEMENT FOR FOOD AT CHILD 
CARE FACILITIES OVERSEAS.-The Secretary 
of Defense shall provide payments, from ap
propriated funds, to military child care fa
cilities overseas for reimbursement of the 
costs of food and food preparation. The 
amounts of such payments shall be deter
mined in the same manner as payments pro
vided by the Secretary of Agriculture for re
imbursement to child care facilities in the 
United States under section 17 of the Na
tional School Lunch Act <42 U.S.C. 1766). 

(C) REPORT ON ISSUING FOOD STAMP COU
PONS TO OVERSEAS HOUSEHOLDS OF MEMBERS 
STATIONED OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES.
The Secretary of Defense shall submit a 
report to Congress not later than December 
31, 1985, on the feasibility of having the De
partment issue food stamp coupons to over
seas households of members stationed out
side the United States. The report shall in
clude-

< 1) an estimate of the cost of providing 
the coupons; and 

(2) legislative and administrative recom
mendations for providing for the issuance of 
the coupons. 

SEC. 1011. REPORTING OF CHILD ABUSE. 
Ca) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of De

fense shall request each State to provide for 
the reporting to the Secretary of any report 
the State receives of known or suspected in
stances of child abuse and neglect in which 
the person having care of the child is a 
member of the Armed Forces <or the spouse 
of the member>. 

Cb) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sec
tion the term "child abuse and neglect" 
shall have the same meaning as provided in 
section 3< 1 > of the Child Abuse Prevention 
and Treatment Act <42 U.S.C. 5102). 
SEC. 1012. MISCELLANEOUS REPORTING REQUIRE· 

MENTS. 
(a) HOUSING AVAILABILITY.-Cl) Not later 

than one year after the date of the enact
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to Congress a report on the 
availability and affordability of off-base 
housing for members of the Armed Forces 
and their families. 

(2) The report shall-
<A> examine the availability of affordable 

housing for each pay grade and for all geo
graphic areas within the United States and 
for appropriate overseas locations; and 

CB> examine the relocation assistance pro
vided by the Department of Defense inci
dent to a permanent change of station by a 
member of the Armed Forces in locating 
housing at the member's new duty station 
and in disposing of housing at the member's 
old duty station. 

(b) NEED FOR ASSISTANCE TO DEPENDENTS 
ENTERING NEW SECONDARY SCHOOLS.-Not 
later than one year after the date of the en
actment of this Act, the Secretary of De
fense shall submit to Congress a report rec
ommending administrative and legislative 
action to assist families of members of the 
Anned Forces making a permanent change 
of station so that a dependent child who 
transfers between secondary schools with 
different graduation requirements is not 
subjected to unnecessary disruptions in edu
cation or inequitable, unduly burdensome, 
or duplicative education requirements. 
SEC. 1013. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title shall take effect on October l, 
1985. 

By Mr. DENNY SMITH: 
-Insert the following at the end of part B 
of title X (page 172, after line 20): 
SECTION 1016. BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGN

MENTS. 
Ca> IN GENERAL.-Subsection Ca> of section 

2687 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended-

(1) by striking out clauses Cl> and (2) and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

"< 1> any closure of a military installation 
or realignment with respect to a military in
stallation if, as determined by the Secretary 
of Defense, the number of civilians em
ployed on the installation at the time of the 
Secretary's administrative decision regard
ing the closure or realignment is equal to or 
greater than one percent of the number of 
civilians employed at such time in the 
region in which the installation is located; 
or"; and 

<2> by redesignating clause <3> as clause 
<2> and 'by striking out "or <2>" in such 
clause both places it appears. 

Cb) ACTIONS To BE TAKEN BEFORE CLOSURE 
OR REALIGNMENT.-Subsection (b) of such 
section is amended-

< 1 >in clause <3>-
<A> by striking out "final"; and 
CB> by striking out "and a detailed" and 

all that follows through "realignment" and 
inserting in lieu thereof ", a concise state-

ment of the Secretary's findings concerning 
the socioeconomic impact of the proposed 
closure or realignment, and a succinct justi
fication for the proposed closure or realign
ment with respect to the cost-effectiveness, 
strategic, and operational aspects of the clo
sure or realignment;"; and 

(2) in clause <4>-
<A> by striking out "60" and inserting in 

lieu thereof "30"; 
<B> by inserting "statement and" before 

"justification"; and 
CC> by striking out "has" and inserting in 

lieu thereof "have". 
(C) DEFINITIONS.-Subsection (d) of such 

section is amended-
Cl > by striking out clause < 1> and inserting 

in lieu thereof the following: 
"Cl) 'Military installation' means a base, 

camp, post, station, yard, center, or other 
activity under the jurisdiction of the Secre
tary of a military department which is locat
ed within any of the several States, the Dis
trict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, or Guam."; and 

<2> by adding the following before the 
period at the end of clause (2): ",base oper
ating support personnel, and nonappropriat
ed fund personnel". 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with re
spect to any closure or realignment of a 
military installation that is first publicly an
nounced after January l, 1986. 

By Mr. SIKORSKI: 
<To the amendment offered by Mr. NICH

OLS.) 
-Strike out section 1017 of the material 
proposed to be inserted by the Nichols 
amendment and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 
SEC. 1017. SUBPOENAS OF DEFENSE CONTRACTOR 

RECORDS. 
Section 2313 of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"Cd)(l) The Secretary of Defense may re
quire by subpoena the production of any 
books, documents, papers, or records of a 
contractor or subcontractor that are needed 
by the Secretary for the purposes of subsec
tion Ca> or the purposes of section 2306Cf) of 
this title. 

"(2) Any such subpoena, in the case of 
contumacy or refusal to obey, shall be en
forceable by order of an appropriate United 
States district court. 

"(3) The authority of the Secretary of De
fense under this subsection shall be prompt
ly delegated to each of the following: 

"CA> An officer of the Department of De
fense appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

"<B> The director of the defense agency or 
other element of the Department of De
fense that has responsibility for audits of 
defense contracts.". 
-Page 172, after line 20, insert the follow
ing new section: 
SEC. 1016. REPORT ON CIVILIAN DEFENSE PRO

CUREMENT. 
Ca) REPORT.-The General Accounting 

Office shall conduct a study of the methods 
by which weapon system acquisition could 
be managed by civilian personnel. Within 
180 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act, such Office shall transmit a report to 
the Congress containing the findings and 
conclusions reached as a result of such 
study. 

Cb) DEFINITION.-For purposes of subsec
tion Ca), "weapon system acquisition" means 
the development and procurement of 
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weapon systems to be utilized by the De
partment of Defense, including all initial 
components, spare or replacement parts, 
hardware, software, and associated equip
ment, which function together to give the 
weapon system the capability to carry out 
the mission for which it is developed and 
procured. 

<To the amendment offered by Mr. NICH
OLS.) 
-At the end of section 1016 of the material 
proposed to be inserted by the Nichols 
amendment, insert the following new sub
section: 

(d) APPLICABILITY TO SUBCONTRACTS.-The 
regulations of the Secretary of Defense re
quired to be issued under subsection Cb) 
shall require, to the maximum extent possi
ble, that the provisions of section 2423 of 
title 10, United States Code, as added by 
subsection (a), shall apply to all subcontrac
tors of any covered contract, as that term is 
defined in such section. 

<To the amendment offered by Mr. NICH
OLS.) 
-In section 1016 of the material proposed 
to be inserted by the Nichols amendment, 
insert ", including legal fees" after "Profes
sional and consulting services" in subsection 
(d)(2)(H) of the section 2324 of title 10, 
United States Code, which is added by sub
section (a) of such section 1016. 

<Substitute amendment for the amend
ment offered by Mr. NICHOLS.) 
-Page 142, strike out line 9 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following <and redesignate 
the succeeding section accordingly): 
TITLE VIII-PROCUREMENT POLICY 

REFORM AND OTHER PROCURE
MENT MATTERS 

SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Defense 

Procurement Waste and Abuse Prevention 
Act of 1985". 
SEC. 802. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this title are-
( 1) to ensure that items of indirect costs 

included by a contractor or a subcontractor 
of the Department of Defense in any con
tract awarded by the Secretary of Defense 
are monitored by the Secretary to prevent 
abuse and waste of Federal funds and to 
ensure that such costs do not include items 
of expenditures for reimbursement that are 
not reasonably related to the contract and 
subcontract; and 

(2) to place the burden on the contractor 
(including the contractor's officers and em
ployees> claiming reimbursement or pay
ment for any indirect costs payable to such 
contractor under a defense contract or sub
contract to show that such costs are reason
able and allowable and to ensure that all 
such requests are made in accordance with 
the amendments made by this title and 
other applicable provisions of law and regu
lations. 
SEC. 803. ALLOWABLE COSTS. 

(a) REGULATION OF ALLOWABLE COSTS PAY
ABLE TO DEFENSE CONTRACTORS.-( 1) Chapter 
137 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 
"§ 2324. Allowable costs under defense contracts 

"(a)(l) The Secretary of Defense shall re
quire that all covered contracts comply with 
the requirements of this title and that no 
contractor receives payment for indirect 
costs not allowed by or under this title. The 
Secretary shall also require that if a con
tractor submits to the Department of De
fense a proposal <at the time of final settle
ment of contract costs or at any other time> 

covering any indirect cost incurred by the 
contractor for any period after such costs 
have been accrued which includes, as deter
mined by the Secretary of Defense, the sub
mission of one or more indirect costs that 
are specified by statute <other than this 
paragraph> or regulation as unallowable-

"CA> all costs, including such unallowable 
indirect costs, covered by that proposal shall 
be disallowed by the Secretary; and 

"CB> the Secretary shall require the con
tractor to pay to the United States an 
amount equal to the greater of $10,000 or

"(i) the amount of the indirect cost unal
lowable under such statute or regulation, 
plus interest; or 

"(ii) if the cost is of a type that has been 
finally determined, before the submission of 
such proposal, to be expressly unallowable 
to that contractor, an amount equal to twice 
the amount of such unallowable indirect 
cost, plus interest. 

"(2) An action by the Secretary under a 
contract provision required by paragraph 
< 1) to disallow a cost and to require payment 
of a contractor-

"<A> shall be considered a final decision 
for purposes of section 6 of the Contracts 
Dispute Act of 1978 <41 U.S.C. 605>; and 

"(B) shall be appealable in the manner 
provided in section 7 of such Act <41 U.S.C. 
606). 

"(3) Interest under paragraph (1) shall be 
computed-

" CA> from the date on which the cost is 
submitted to the Secretary; and 

"CB> at the applicable rate prescribed by 
the Secretary of the Treasury under section 
6621 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954. 

"(b) The following costs are not allowable 
indirect costs under a covered contract: 

"Cl) Costs of entertainment, including 
amusement, diversion, and social activities 
and any costs directly associated with such 
costs <such as tickets to shows or sports 
events, meals, lodging, rentals, transporta
tion, and gratuities>. 

"(2) Costs incurred to influence (directly 
or indirectly)-

"<A> congressional action on any legisla
tion or appropriations matters pending 
before Congress or a State; or 

"CB> executive branch action on any regu
latory or contract matter pending before an 
executive branch agency <other than rea
sonable and necessary costs incurred in pre
paring a contract submission or proposal in 
response to any solicitation>. 

"(3) Costs incurred in defense of any civil 
or criminal fraud proceeding or similar pro
ceeding <including filing of any false certifi
cation> brought by the United States where 
the contractor is found liable for fraud or 
has pleaded nolo contendere to a charge of 
fraud or similar proceeding <including filing 
of false certification>. 

"<4> Payments of fines and penalties re
sulting from violations of, or failure to 
comply with, Federal, State, local, or for
eign laws and regulations, except when in
curred as a result of compliance with specif
ic terms and conditions of the contract or 
specific written instructions from the con
tracting officer authorizing in advance such 
payments in accordance with applicable reg
ulations of the Secretary of Defense. 

"(5) Costs of membership in any social, 
dining, or country club or organization. 

"<6> Costs of bulk purchases of alcoholic 
beverages. 

"<7> Contributions or donations, regard
less of the recipient. 

"<8> Costs of advertising designed to pro
mote the contractor or its products. 

"(9) Costs of promotional items and 
memorabilia, including models, gifts, and 
souvenirs. 

"(10) Other cost items identified by regu
lation which the Secretary of Defense shall 
prescribe by regulation under this section. 

"01) Except as provided in subsection Cc), 
costs for travel by aircraft to the extent 
that such costs exceed the amount of the 
standard commercial fare for travel by air 
common carrier between the points in
volved. 

"(c)Cl) Subsection (b)(ll) may be waived 
by the contracting officer if the officer de
termines that travel by air common carrier 
at standard fare-

" CA> would require travel at unreasonable 
hours; 

"(B) would excessively prolong travel; 
"<C> would result in overall increased 

costs that would offset potential savings 
from travel at standard commercial fare; or 

"<D> would not meet physical or medical 
needs of the person traveling. 

"(2) Subsection (b)(ll) may be waived by 
the contracting officer if the officer deter
mines that travel by aircraft other than a 
common carrier-

"<A> is-
"(i) specificially authorized under the con

tract; or 
"(ii) impractical; and 
"CB> is for business purposes and requires 

the use of such aircraft. 
"(3) Costs for air travel in excess of that 

allowed by subsection <b><ll> may only be 
allowed by reason of one of the exceptions 
contained in paragraph < 1 > or by reason of 
paragraph <2> if the exception is fully docu
mented and justified, including, in the case 
of an exception under paragraph <2>, full 
documentation of the use of the aircraft for 
business purposes. Any waiver by the con
tracting officer shall be made in writing in 
advance of the travel or at such other times 
as the officer considers reasonable. 

"Cd>O> The Secretary of Defense shall 
prescribe regulations, consistent with re
quirements of subsection (b), to establish 
criteria for the allowability of indirect con
tractor costs under Department of Defense 
contracts. Such regulations shall be pre
scribed as part of the Department of De
fense supplement to the Federal Acquisition 
Regulation. In developing specific criteria 
for the allowability of such costs, the Secre
tary shall consider whether reimbursement 
of such costs by the United States is in the 
best interest of the United States and con
sistent with the requirements of subsection 
<b>. Such regulations-

"CA> shall define and interpret in reasona
ble detail and specific terms those indirect 
costs, including the cost requirements of 
subsection <b>, that are unallowable and al
lowable under contracts entered into by the 
Department of Defense; and 

"CB) shall provide that specific costs unal
lowable under one cost principle shall not 
be allowable under any other cost principle. 

"(2) The regulations under paragraph O> 
shall, at a minimum, clarify the cost princi
ples applicable to a contractor of the follow
ing: 

"CA> Air shows. 
"CB> Advertising. 
"(C) Recruitment. 
"CD> Employee morale and welfare. 
"(E) Community relations. 
"CF> Dining facilities. 
"<G> Professional and consulting services, 

including legal fees. 
"<H> Compensation. 
"(I) Selling and marketing. 
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"CJ> Travel. 
"CK> Public relations. 
"CL> Hotel and meal and related alcoholic 

and other beverages expenses. 
"CM> Membership in civic, community, 

and professional organizations. 
"(3) Such regulations shall specify the cir

cumstances under which clauses <A> and <B> 
of subsection <c><l> shall be applied. 

"(4) Such regulations shall require that a 
contractor be required to provide current, 
accurate, and complete documentation to 
support the allowability of an indirect cost 
at the time a proposal which includes <or 
may reasonably include> any indirect costs 
is submitted to the Secretary. If such docu
mentation is not sufficient to support the 
allowability of the cost, the cost shall be 
challenged by the Secretary and it shall 
become expressly unallowable and not sub
ject to negotiation. 

"(e)(l) The Secretary of Defense shall re
quire that each indirect cost in the contrac
tor's submission for final overhead settle
ment applied to covered contracts that is 
not specifically unallowable under law or 
regulation and that is challenged by the 
Secretary as being unallowable shall be con
sidered for resolution separately from the 
resolution of other challenged costs. If such 
challenged cost cannot be resolved separate
ly, then the settlement may include an ag
gregate amount for the settlement of all 
such challenged costs if-

"<A> the contractor and the contracting 
officer cannot agree on the allowability of 
the cost under applicable cost principles; 

"CB) the contracting officer documents 
the reasons why an agreement cannot be 
reached; and 

'CC> the contractor agrees in writing that 
costs of that type will not be submitted to 
the Department of Defense for payment as 
an allowable indirect cost in the future 
under that contract or any other contract of 
the contractor with the Secretary. 

"(2) The Secretary of Defense shall pro
vide that the defense contract auditor be 
present at any negotiation or meeting with 
the contractor regarding a determination of 
the allowability of indirect costs of the con
tractor. If, in exceptional circumstances, 
such auditor cannot reasonably be present, 
the preceding sentence may be waived by 
the contracting officer. 

"(f)(l) A contractor that submits apropos
al for interim or final settlement of indirect 
costs applicable to a covered contract shall 
be required to certify that all indirect costs 
included in the proposal are allowable. Any 
such certification shall be in the form pre
scribed in paragraph (2). 

"<2> The certification required by para
graph <1) is as follows: 

" 'CERTIFICATE OF OVERHEAD COSTS 
" 'This is to certify that: 
" 'l. I have reviewed the claim submitted 

herewith; 
"'2. All costs included in this claim for 

<overhead costs for rate approval> <final set
tlement for identify period> are allowable in 
accordance with the requirements of con
tracts to which they apply and with the cost 
principles of the Department of Defense ap
plicable to those contracts; 

" '3. This claim does not include any costs 
which are unallowable under applicable cost 
principles of the Department of Defense, 
such as <without limitation>: advertising and 
public relations costs <contributions and do
nations), entertainment costs, fines and pen
alties, lobbying costs, defense of fraud pro
ceedings, and goodwill; and 

"'4. All costs included in this claim benefit 
the Department of Defense and are demon-

•' 

strably related to or necessary for the per
formance of the Department of Defense 
contract<s> covered by the claim. 

" 'I declare under penalty of perjury that 
the foregoing is true and correct.'. 

"(3) Such certification shall identify the 
contractor and be signed by the chief finan
cial officer of the contractor. 

"(g) The Secretary of Defense shall pro
vide that, in establishing the interim or pro
visional rates for payment of indirect costs 
to a contractor for which final settlement 
will be made at a later time, such rates shall 
be based upon amounts incurred by such 
contractor for indirect costs less any 
amount questioned by the agency with re
sponsibility for audits of contracts and 
amounts prohibited by this section. 

"(h) In this section, 'covered contract' 
means a contract entered into by the De
partment of Defense for an amount more 
than $25,000-

" (1) that is flexibly priced; or 
"<2> for which cost or pricing data is re

quired under section 2306(f) of this title.''. 
(2) The table of sections at the beginning 

of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new item: 
"2324. Allowable costs under defense con

tracts.". 
(b) REGULATIONS.-0) Not later than 180 

days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Defense shaH publish 
final regulations required by subsection (d) 
of section 2324 of title 10, United States 
Code, as added by subsection <a>. Such regu
lations shall be prescribed in accordance 
with section 22 of the Office of Federal Pro
curement Act <41 U.S.C. 418b). The Secre
tary shall review such regulation at least 
once every three years and the results of 
that review, taking into consideration expe
rience, shall be made public. 

(2) Not later than 90 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Defense shall submit to the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and House 
of Representatives-

<A> a copy of proposed regulations to be 
prescribed in accordance with paragraph 
<1>; and 

<B> a report identifying-
(i) the nature of the proposed changes 

that would be made by such proposed regu
lations to the current cost principles on the 
allowability of contractor costs; and 

<ii> the potential effect of such changes on 
the allowability of contractor costs. 

(3) At the time such proposed regulations 
and report are submitted to such commit
tees, they shall also be published in the Fed
eral Register for purposes of public com
ment of not less than 30 days. 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Section 2324 of title 
10, United States Code, as added by subsec
tion <a>, shall apply to costs incurred under 
any contract entered into before, on, or 
after the date of enactment of this Act to 
the extent such costs are incurred at any 
time 60 days after such regulations are pro
mulgated. Such section shall not apply to 
any contract entered into before the date of 
the enactment of this Act if the Secretary 
of Defense determines that the particular 
terms of the contract existing before pro
mulgation of such regulations are such that 
the provisions of that section could not be 
applied to the contract. 

(d) APPLICABILITY TO SUBCONTRACTS.-The 
regulations of the Secretary of Defense re
quired to be issued under subsection Cb) 
shall require to the maximum extent possi
ble that the provisions of section 2423 of 
title 10, United States Code, as added by 

subsection <a>, shall apply to all subcontrac
tors of any covered contract, as that term is 
defined in such section. 
SEC. 804. SUBPOENAS OF DEFENSE CONTRACTOR 

RECORDS. 
Section 2313 of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"(d)(l) The Secretary of Defense may re
quire by subpoena the production of any 
books, documents, papers, or records of a 
contractor or subcontractor that are needed 
by the Secretary for the purposes of subsec
tion <a> or the purposes of section 2306(f) of 
this title. 

"( 1) Any such subpoena, in the case of 
contumacy or refusal to obey, shall be en
forceable by order of an appropriate United 
States district court. 

"<3> The authority of the Secretary of De
fense under this subsection shall be prompt
ly delegated to each of the following: 

"<A> An officer of the Department of De
fense appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

"<B> The director of the defense agency or 
other element of the Department of De
fense that has responsibility for audits of 
defense contracts.". 
SEC. 805. LIMITATION ON ASSIGNMENTS OF PRINCI· 

PAL CONTRACTING OFFICERS. 
(a) LIMIT ON TOURS OF DUTY AND REAS· 

sIGNMENTs.-The Secretary of Defense shall 
prescribe regulations-

<1 > to limit to five years the maximum 
tour of duty for which an officer or employ
ee under the jurisdiction of the Secretary 
may be assigned to represent the Depart
ment of Defense with a particular contrac
tor as a principal contracting officer; and 

<2> to provide that an officer or employee 
who has held a position as principal con
tracting officer with a contractor may not 
be reassigned to duty with that contractor 
or any contractor affiliated with that con
tractor for a period of five years after the 
end of the previous such assignment. 

(b) WAIVER AUTHORITY.-The Secretary of 
Defense or the Secretary of the military de
partment concerned may, in an exceptional 
case, waive the limitation in subsection <a> 
in the case of any officer or employee if the 
Secretary-

< 1) determines that it would not be in the 
best interests of the United States to apply 
such limitation in that case; and 

<2> states in writing the reasons for that 
determination, which shall be available to 
the public. 
Any such waiver may not extend such 
period for more than two years. 

(c) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term "principal contracting offi
cer" means-

< 1) a principal corporate administrative 
contracting officer or deputy principal cor
porate administrative contracting officer; 
and 

<2> a principal administrative contracting 
officer or deputy principal administrative 
contracting officer. 

<To the Amendment Offered by Mr. NICH
OLS.) 
-In section 1016 of the material proposed 
to be inserted by the NICHOLS amendment, 
strike out subsection (f) of the section 2324 
of title 10, United States Code, which is 
added by subsection <a> of such section 1016 
and insert the following in lieu thereof: 

"(f)( 1) A contractor that submits a propos
al for interim or final settlement of indirect 
costs applicable to a covered contract shall 
be required to certify that all indirect costs 
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included in the proposal are allowable. Any 
such certification shall be in the form pre
scribed in paragraph (2). 

"(2) The certification required by para
graph < 1) is as follows: 

" 'CERTIFICATE OF OVERHEAD COSTS 
" 'This is to certify that: 
"'l. I have reviewed the claim submitted 

herewith; 
"'2. All costs included in this claim for 

<overhead costs for rate approval) <final set
tlement for identify period) are allowable in 
accordance with the requirements of con
tracts to which they apply and with the cost 
principles of the Department of Defense ap
plicable to those contracts; 

"'3. This claim does not include any costs 
which are unallowable under applicable cost 
principles of the Department of Defense, 
such as <without limitation): advertising and 
public relations costs <contributions and do
nations), entertainment costs, fines and pen
alties, lobbying costs, defense of fraud pro
ceedings, and goodwill; and 

"'4. All costs included in this claim benefit 
the Department of Defense and are demon
strably related to or necessary for the per
formance of the Department of Defense 
contractCs) covered by the claim. 

" 'I declare under penalty of perjury that 
the foregoing is true and correct.'. 

"(3) Such certification shall identify the 
contractor and be signed by the chief finan
cial officer of the contractor. 

By Mr. SKELTON: 
<Substitute amendment to the amend

ment offered by Mr. PORTER.) 
-Page 22, after line 23, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 111. CONDITION ON SPENDING FUNDS FOR 

BINARY CHEMICAL MUNITIONS. 
Ca) IN GENERAL.-None of the funds appro

priated pursuant to authorizations of appro
priations in this title may be used for pro
curement or assembly of complete binary 
chemical munitions except in accordance 
with subsection Cb). 

(b) CONDITIONS.-The funds referred to in 
subsection Ca) may be used for the procure
ment or assembly of complete binary chemi
cal munitions after September 30, 1987, if-

< 1) a mutually verifiable international 
agreement concerning binary and other 
similar chemical munitions has not been en
tered into by the United States by such 
date; 

(2) the President transmits, after such 
date, a certification to the Congress that-

<A> the procurement and assembly of such 
complete weapons is necessitated by nation
al security interests, including the interests 
of the members of North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization; 

<B> performance specifications established 
by the Department of Defense and in effect 
on the date of enactment of this Act with 
respect to such munitions will be met or ex
ceeded in the handling, storage, and other 
use of such munitions; 

<C> applicable Federal safety require
ments will be met or exceeded in the han
dling, storage, and other use of such muni
tions; and 

<D> the Secretary of Defense's plan 
<which shall accompany such certification> 
for destruction of existing chemical stocks is 
ready to be implemented; 

(3) such procurement and assembly is car
ried out only after the end of the 60-day 
period beginning on the date such certifica
tion is received by the Congress; 

(4) the Secretary of Defense's basing 
mode for such munitions in the United 
States is to be carried out in a manner 

which provides that the two components 
that constitute a binary munition are based 
in separate States; and 

<5> the Secretary of Defense's plan for the 
transportation of such munitions in the 
United States is to be carried out in a 
manner which provides that the two compo
nents that constitute a binary munition are 
transported separately and by different 
means. 

By Mr. SPRATT: 
<To the substitute amendment offered by 

Mr. Skelton.> 
-On page 2, line 7, strike out "and", 

On page 2, line 10, at the end of the line, 
insert "and". 

On page 2, immediately following line 10, 
insert the following: 

<E> The North Atlantic Council of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
<NATO> has formally agreed that chemical 
munitions currently stored and deployed in 
NATO countries need to be modernized in 
order to serve as an adequate deterrent; 
that such modernization should be effected 
by replacement of current chemical muni
tions with binary chemical munitions; and 
that the European member nations of 
NATO where such chemical munitions are 
to be stored or deployed are willing to 
accept storage and deployment of binary 
chemical munitions within their territories. 
-On page 27, line 2, strike out "and". 

On page 27, line 4, strike out the period 
and insert in lieu thereof"; and". 

On page 27, after line 4, insert the follow
ing: 

(5) $500,000 is available for use by the De
fense Logistics Agency only for the Military 
Sewn Products Automation Program 
CMILSPA>. 

By Mr. WYDEN: 
<To the amendment offered by Mr. Nich

ols.> 
In section 1016 of the material proposed 

to be inserted by the Nichols amendment, 
strike out subsection (f) of the section 2324 
of title 10, United States Code, which is 
added by subsection <a> of such section 1016 
and insert the following in lieu thereof: 

"(f)(l) A contractor that submits apropos
al for interim or final settlement of indirect 
costs applicable to a covered contract shall 
be required to certify that all indirect costs 
included in the proposal are allowable. Any 
such certification shall be in the farm pre
scribed in paragraph <2>. 

"<2> The certification required by para
graph < 1 > is as follows: 

" 'CERTIFICATE OF OVERHEAD COSTS 
" 'This is to certify that: 
"'l. I have reviewed the claim submitted 

herewith; 
"'2. All costs included in this claim for 

<overhead costs for rate approval) <final set
tlement for identify period> are allowable in 
accordance with the requirements of con
tracts to which they apply and with the cost 
principles of the Department of Defense ap
plicable to those contracts; 

"'3. This claim does not include any costs 
which are unallowable under applicable cost 
principles of the Department of Defense, 
such as <without limitation>: advertising and 
public relations costs <contributions and do
nations>, entertainment costs, fines and pen
alties, lobbying costs, defense of fraud pro
ceedings, and goodwill; and 

"'4. All costs included in this claim benefit 
the Department of Defense and are demon
strably related to or necessary for the per
formance of the Department of Defense 
contract<s> covered by the claim. 

" 'I declare under penalty of. perjury that 
the foregoing is true and correct.'. 

"(3) Such certification shall identify the 
contractor and be signed by the chief finan
cial officer of the contractor. 

<Substitute amendment for the amend
ment offered by Mr. Nichols.> 
-Page 142, strike out line 9 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following <and redesignate 
the succeeding section accordingly>: 
TITLE VIII-PROCUREMENT POLICY 

REFORM AND OTHER PROCURE
MENT MATTERS 

SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the "Defense 
Procurement Waste and Abuse Prevention 
Act of 1985". 
SEC. 802. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this title are-
< 1 > to ensure that items of indirect costs 

included by a contractor or a subcontractor 
of the Department of Defense in any con
tract awarded by the Secretary of Defense 
are monitored by the Secretary to prevent 
abuse and waste of Federal funds and to 
ensure that such costs do not include items 
of expenditures for reimbursement that are 
not reasonably related to the contract and 
subcontract; and 

<2> to place the burden on the contractor 
<including the contractor's officers and em
ployees> claiming reimbursement or pay
ment for any indirect costs payable to such 
contractor under a defense contract or sub
contract to show that such costs are reason
able and allowable and to ensure that all 
such requests are made in accordance with 
the amendments made by this title and 
other applicable provisions of law and regu
lations. 
SEC. 803. ALLOWABLE COSTS. 

(a) REGULATION OF ALLOWABLE COSTS PAY
ABLE TO DEFENSE CONTRACTORS.-( 1) Chapter 
137 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 
"II 2324. Allowable costs under defense contracts 

"(a)(l) The Secretary of Defense shall re
quire that all covered contracts comply with 
the requirements of this title and that no 
contractor receives payment for indirect 
costs not allowed by or under this title. The 
Secretary shall also require that if a con
tractor submits to the Department of De
fense a proposal <at the time of final settle
ment of contract costs or at any other time> 
covering any indirect cost incurred by the 
contractor for any period after such costs 
have been accrued which includes, as deter
mined by the Secretary of Defense, the sub
mission of one or more indirect costs that 
are specified by statute Cother than this 
paragraph) or regulation as unallowable-

"<A> all costs, including such unallowable 
indirect costs, covered by that proposal shall 
be disallowed by the Secretary; and 

"CB> the Secretary shall require the con
tractor to pay to the United States an 
amount equal to the greater of $10,000 or

"(i) the amount of the indirect cost unal
lowable under such statute or regulation, 
plus interest; or 

"(ii) if the cost is of a type that has been 
finally determined, before the submission of 
such proposal, to be expressly unallowable 
to that contractor, an amount equal to twice 
the amount of such unallowable indirect 
costs, plus interest. 

"(2) An action by the Secretary under a 
contract provision required by paragraph 
Cl) to disallow a cost and to require payment 
of a contractor-



June 18, 1985 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 16141 
"CA> shall be considered a final decision 

for purposes of section 6 of the Contracts 
Dispute Act of 1978 <41 U.S.C. 605>; and 

"<B> shall be appealable in the manner 
provided in section 7 of such Act (41 U.S.C. 
606). 

"(3) Interest under paragraph <1> shall be 
computed-

" CA> from the date on which the cost is 
submitted to the Secretary; and 

"CB> at the applicable rate prescribed by 
the Secretary of the Treasury under section 
6621 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954. 

"Cb> The following costs are not allowable 
indirect costs under a covered contract: 

"Cl) Costs of entertainment, including 
amusement, diversion, and social activities 
and any costs directly associated with such 
costs <such as tickets to shows or sports 
events, meals, lodging, rentals, transporta
tion, and gratuities>. 

"<2> Costs incurred to influence <directly 
or indirectly)-

"<A> congressional action on any legisla
tion or appropriation matters pending 
before Congress or a State; or 

"CB> executive branch action on any regu
latory or contract matter pending before an 
executive branch agency <other than rea
sonable and necessary costs incurred in pre
paring a contract submission or proposal in 
response to any solicitation>. 

"(3) Costs incurred in defense of any civil 
or criminal fraud proceeding or similar pro
ceeding <including filing of any false certifi
cation> brought by the United States where 
the contractor is found liable for fraud or 
has pleaded nolo contendere to a charge of 
fraud or similar proceeding (including filing 
of false certification>. 

"(4) Payments of fines and penalties re
sulting from violations of, or failure to 
comply with, Federal, State, local, or for
eign laws and regulations, except when in
curred as a result of compliance with specif
ic terms and conditions of the contract or 
specific written instructions from the con
tracting officer authorizing in advance such 
payments in accordance with applicable reg
ulations of the Secretary of Defense. 

"(5) Costs of membership in any social, 
dining, or country club or organization. 

"(6) Costs of bulk purchases of alcoholic 
beverages. 

"(7) Contributions or donations, regard
less of the recipient. 

"(8) Costs of advertising designed to pro
mote the contractor or its products. 

"<9> Costs of promotional items and 
memorabilia, including models, gifts, and 
souvenirs. 

"<10> Other costs items identified by regu
lation which the Secretary of Defense shall 
prescribe by regulation under this section. 

"(11) Except as provided in subsection <c>, 
costs for travel by aircraft to the extent 
that such costs exceed the amount of the 
standard commercial fare for travel by air 
common carrier between the points in
volved. 

"Cc><l> Subsection <b><ll> may be waived 
by the contracting officer if the officer de
termines that travel by air common carrier 
at standard fare-

"CA> would require travel at unreasonable 
hours; 

"CB> would excessively prolong travel; 
"CC> would result in overall increased costs 

that would offset potential savings from 
travel at standard commercial fare; or 

"CD> would not meet physical or medical 
needs of the person traveling. 

"(2) Subsection <b><ll> may be waived by 
the contracting officer if the officer deter-

mines that travel by aircraft other than a 
common carrier-

"<A> is-
"(i) specifically authorized under the con

tract; or 
"<ii> impractical; and 
"CB> is for business purposes and requires 

the use of such aircraft. 
"(3) Cost for air travel in excess of that al

lowed by subsection <b><ll> may only be al
lowed by reason of one of the exceptions 
contained in paragraph < 1 > or by reason of 
paragraph <2> if the exception is fully docu
mented and justified, including, in the case 
of an exception under paragraph (2), full 
documentation of the use of the aircraft for 
business purposes. Any waiver by the con
tracting officer shall be made in writing in 
advance of the travel or at such other times 
as the officer considers reasonable. 

"<d><l> The Secretary of Defense shall 
prescribe regulations, consistent with re
quirements of subsection Cb>, to establish 
criteria for the allowability of indirect con
tractor costs under Department of Defense 
contracts. Such regulations shall be pre
scribed as part of the Department of De
fense supplement to the Federal Acquisition 
Regulation. In developing specific criteria 
for the allowability of such costs, the Secre
tary shall consider whether reimbursement 
of such costs by the United States is in the 
best interest of the United States and con
sistent with the requirements of subsection 
Cb>. Such regulations-

"CA> shall define and interpret in reason
able detail and specific terms those indirect 
costs, including the cost requirement of sub
section Cb), that are unallowable and allow
able under contracts entered into by the De
partment of Defense; and 

"CB> shall provide that specific costs unal
lowable under one cost principle shall not 
be allowable under any other cost principle. 

"(2) The regulations under paragraph <1> 
shall, at a minimum, clarify the cost princi
ples applicable to a contractor of the follow
ing: 

"CA> Air shows. 
"CB) Advertising. 
"CC> Recruitment. 
"CD> Employee morale and welfare. 
"CE> Community relations. 
"CF> Dining facilities. 
"CG> Professional and consulting services, 

including legal fees. 
"CH> Compensation. 
"(I) Selling and marketing. 
"CJ> Travel. 
"CK> Public relations. 
"CL> Hotel and meal and related alcoholic 

and other beverages expenses. 
"CM> Membership in civic, community, 

and professional organizations. 
"<3> Such regulations shall specify the cir

cumstances under which clauses <A> and <B> 
of subsection <c><l> shall be applied. 

"(4) Such regulations shall require that a 
contractor be required to provide current, 
accurate, and complete documentation to 
support the allowab111ty of an indirect cost 
at the time a proposal which includes <or 
may reasonably include> any indirect costs 
is submitted to the Secretary. If such docu
mentation is not suficient to support the al
lowability of the cost, the cost shall be chal
lenged by the Secretary and it shall become 
expressly unallowable and not subject to ne
gotiation. 

"<e><l> The Secretary of Defense shall re
quire that each indirect cost in the contrac
tor's submission for final overhead settle
ment applied to covered contracts that is 
not specifically unallowable under law or 

regulation and that is challenged by the 
Secretary as being unallowable shall be con
sidered for resolution separately from the 
resolution of other challenged costs. If such 
challenged cost cannot be resolved separate
ly, then the settement may include an agge
gate amount of the settlement of all such 
challenged costs if-

"<A> the contractor and the contracting 
officer cannot agree on the allowability of 
the cost under applicable cost principles; 

"CB> the contracting officer documents 
the reasons why an agreement cannot be 
reached; and 

"CC> the contractor agrees in writing that 
costs of that type will not be submitted to 
the Department of Defense for payment as 
an allowable indirect cost in the future 
under that contract or any other contract of 
the contractor with the Secretary. 

"(2) The Secretary of Defense shall pro
vide that the defense contract auditor be 
present at any negotiation or meeting with 
the contractor regarding a determination of 
the allowability of indirect costs of the con
tractor. If, in exceptional circumstances, 
such auditor cannot reasonably be present, 
the preceding sentence may be waived by 
the contracting officer. 

"(f)(l) A contractor that submits apropos
al for interim or final settlement of indirect 
costs applicable to a covered contract shall 
be required to certify that all indirect costs 
included in the proposal are allowable. Any 
such certification shall be in the form pre
scribed in paragraph <2>. 

"(2) The certification required by para
graph <1 > is as follows: 

" 'CERTIFICATE OF OVERHEAD COSTS 

" 'This is to certify that: 
" '1. I have reviewed the claim submitted 

herewith; 
"'2. All costs included in this claim for 

<overhead costs for rate approval> <final set
tlement for identify period) are allowable in 
accordance with the requirements of con
tracts to which they apply and with the cost 
principles of the Department of Defense ap
plicable to those contracts; 

" '3. This claim does not include any costs 
which are unallowable under applicable cost 
principles of the Department of Defense, 
such as <without limitation>: advertising and 
public relations costs <contributions and do
nations>, entertainment costs, fines and pen
alties, lobbying costs, defense of fraud pro
ceedings, and goodwill; and 

" '4. All costs included in this claim benefit 
the Department of Defense and are demon
strably related to or necessary for the per
formance of the Department of Defense 
contract<s> covered by the claim. 

" 'I declare under penalty of perjury that 
the foregoing is true and correct.'. 

"(3) Such certification shall identify the 
contractor and be signed by the chief finan
cial officer of the contractor. 

"(g) The Secretary of Defense shall pro
vide that, in establishing the interim or pro
visional rates for payment of indirect costs 
to a contractor for which final settlement 
will be made at a later time, such rates shall 
be based upon amounts incurred by such 
contractor for indirect costs less any 
amount questioned by the agency with re
sponsib111ty for audits of contracts and 
amounts prohibited by this section. 

"(h) In this section, 'covered contract' 
means a contract entered into by the De
partment of Defense for an amount more 
than $25,000-

"( 1 > that is flexibly priced; or 
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"(2) for which cost or pricing data is re

quired under section 2306(f) of this title.". 
<2> The table of sections at the beginning 

of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new item: 
"2324. Allowable costs under defense con

tracts.". 
(b) REGULATIONS.-0) Not later than 180 

days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall publish 
final regulations required by subsection <d> 
of section 2324 of title 10, United States 
Code, as added by subsection <a>. Such regu
lations shall be prescribed in accordance 
with section 22 of the Office of Federal Pro
curement Act <41 U.S.C. 418b>. The Secre
tary shall review such regulation at least 
once every three years and the results of 
that review, taking into consideration expe
rience, shall be made public. 

<2> Not later than 90 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Defense shall submit to the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and House 
of Representatives-

<A> a copy of proposed regulations to be 
prescribed in accordance with paragraph 
<1>; and 

<B> a report identifying-
(i) the nature of the proposed changes 

that would be made by such proposed regu
lations to the current cost principles on the 
allowability of contractor costs; and 

<ii> the potential effect of such changes on 
the allowability of contractor costs. 

<3> At the time such proposed regulations 
and report are submitted to such commit
tees, they shall also be published in the Fed
eral Register for purposes of public com
ment of not less than 30 days. 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Section 2324 of title 
10, United States Code, as added by subsec
tion <a>, shall apply to costs incurred under 
any contract entered into before, on, or 
after the date of enactment of this Act to 
the extent such costs are incurred at any 
time 60 days after such regulations are pro
mulgated. Such section shall not apply to 
any contract entered into before the date of 
the enactment of this Act if the Secretary 
of Defense determines that the particular 
terms of the contract existing before pro
mulgation of such regulations are such that 
the provisions of that section could not be 
applied to the contract. 

(d) APPLICABILITY TO SUBCONTRACTS.-The 
regulations of the Secretary of Defense re
quired to be issued under subsection Cb> 
shall require to the maximum extent possi
ble that the provisions of section 2423 of 
title 10, United States Code, as added by 
subsection <a>, shall apply to all subcontrac
tors of any covered contract, as that term is 
defined in such section. 
SEC. 804. SUBPOENAS OF DEFENSE CONTRACTOR 

RECORDS. 
Section 2313 of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"(d>O> The Secretary of Defense may re
quire by subpoena the production of any 
books, documents, papers, or records of a 
contractor or subcontractor that are needed 
by the Secretary for the purposes of subsec
tion Ca> or the purposes of section 2306(f) of 
this title. 

"(2) Any such subpoena, in the case of 
contumacy or refusal to obey, shall be en
forceable by order of an appropriate United 
States district court. 

"(3) The authority of the Secretary of De
fense under this subsection shall be prompt
ly delegated to each of the following: 

"CA> An officer of the Department of De
fense appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

"CB> The director of the defense agency or 
other element of the Department of De
fense that has responsibility for audits of 
defense contracts.". 
SEC. 805. LIMITATION ON ASSIGNMENTS OF PRINCI

PAL CONTRACTING OFFICERS. 
(a) LIMIT ON TOURS OF DUTY AND REAS

SIGNMENTS.-The Secretary of Defense shall 
prescribe regulations-

< 1 > to limit to five years the maximum 
tour of duty for which an officer or employ
ee under the jurisdiction of the Secretary 
may be assigned to represent the Depart
ment of Defense with a particular contrac
tor as a principal contracting officer; and 

<2> to provide that an officer or employee 
who has held a position as principal con
tracting officer with a contractor may not 
be reassigned to duty with that contractor 
or any contractor affiliated with that con
tractor for a period of five years after the 
end of the previous such assignment. 

(b) WAIVER AUTHORITY.-The Secretary of 
Defense or the Secretary of the military de
partment concerned may, in an exceptional 
case, waive the limitation in subsection Ca> 
in the case of any officer or employee if the 
Secretary-

< 1 > determines that it would not be in the 
best interests of the United States to apply 
such limitation in that case; and 

<2> states in writing the reasons for that 
determination, which shall be available to 
the public. 
Any such waiver may not extend such 
period for more than two years. 

Cc> DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the ~rm "principal contracting offi
cer" means-

(1) a principal corporate administrative 
contracting officer or deputy principal cor
porate administrative contracting officer; 
and 

<2> a principal administrative contracting 
officer or deputy principal administrative 
contracting officer. 

<To the amendment offered by Mr. Nich
ols.> 
-Strike out the section 1017 of the material 
proposed to be inserted by the Nichols 
amendment and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 
SEC. 1017. SUBPOENAS OF DEFENSE CONTRACTOR 

RECORDS. 
Section 2313 of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"Cd>O> The Secretary of Defense may re
quire by subpoena the production of any 
books, documents, papers, or records of a 
contractor or subcontractor that are needed 
by the Secretary for the purposes of subsec
tion <a> or the purposes of section 2306Cf) of 
this title. 

"C2> Any such subpoena, in the case of 
contumacy or refusal to obey, shall be en
forceable by order of an appropriate United 
States district court. 

"<3> The authority of the Secretary of De
fense under this subsection shall be prompt
ly delegated to each of the following: 

"<A> An officer of the Department of De
fense appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

"CB> The director of the defense agency or 
other element of the Department of De
fense that has responsibility for audits of 
defense contracts.". 
-Page 172, after line 20, insert the follow
ing new section: 

SEC. 1016. REPORT ON CIVILIAN DEFENSE PRO
CUREMENT. 

Ca> REPORT.-The General Accounting 
Office shall conduct a study of the methods 
by which weapon system acquisition could 
be managed by civilian personnel. Within 
180 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act, such Office shall transmit a report to 
the Congress containing the findings and 
conclusions reached as a result of such 
study. 

Cb> DEFINITION.-For purposes of subsec
tion <a>, "weapon system acquisition" means 
the development and procurement of 
weapon systems to be utilized by the De
partment of Defense, including all initial 
components, spare or replacement parts, 
hardware, software, and associated equip
ment, which function together to give the 
weapon system the capability to carry out 
the mission for which it is developed and 
procured. 

<To the amendment offered by Mr. Nich
ols.) 
-At the end of section 1016 of the material 
proposed to be inserted by the Nichols 
amendment, insert the following new sub
section: 

(d) APPLICABILITY TO SUBCONTRACTS.-The 
regulations of the Secretary of Defense re
quired to be issued under subsection <b> 
shall require, to the maximum extent possi
ble, that the provisions of section 2423 of 
title 10, United States Code, as added by 
subsection <a>, shall apply to all subcontrac
tors of any covered contract, as that term is 
defined in such section. 

<To the amendment offered by Mr. Nich
ols.> 
-In section 1016 of the material proposed 
to be inserted by the Nichols amendment, . 
insert ", including legal fees" after "Profes
sional and consulting services" in subsection 
Cd>C2>CH> of the section 2324 of title 10, 
United States Code, which is added by sub
section <a> of such section 1016. 
-Page 118, after line 4, add the following 
new section: 
SEC. 655. LICENSURE REQUIREMENT FOR DEFENSE 

HEALTH-CARE PROFESSIONALS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-0) Chapter 55 of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sec
tion: 
"§ 1094. Licensure requirement for health-care 

professionals 
"Ca>O> No person under the jurisdiction of 

the Secretary of a military department may 
provide health care independently as a 
health-care professional under this chapter 
unless the person has a current license to 
provide such care. 

"(2) The Secretary of Defense may waive 
paragraph < 1 > with respect to any person in 
unusual circumstances. The Secretary shall 
prescribe by regulation the circumstances 
under which such a waiver may be granted. 

"Cb> The commanding officer of each 
health care facility of the Department of 
Defense shall ensure that each person who 
provides health care independently as a 
health-care professional at the facility 
meets the requirement of subsection Ca>. 

"Cc>O> A person who provides health care 
in violation of subsection Ca> is subject to a 
civil money penalty of not more than $5,000. 

"(2) The provisions of subsections Cb> and 
Cd) through (g) of section 1128A of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1320a-7a> 
shall apply to the imposition of a civil 
money penalty under paragraph O > in the 
same manner as they apply to the imposi
tion of a civil money penalty under that sec-
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tion, except that for purposes of this subsec
tion-

"CA> a reference to the Secretary in that 
section is deemed a reference to the Secre
tary of Defense; and 

"CB> a reference to a claimant in subsec
tion Ce> of that section is deemed a refer
ence to the person described in paragraph 
Cl). 

"Cd> In this section: 
"Cl> 'License'-
"CA> means a grant of permission by an of

ficial agency of a State, the District of Co
lumbia, or a territory or possession of the 

United States to provide health care inde
pendently as a health-care professional; and 

"CB> includes, in the case of such care fur
nished in a foreign country by a person who 
is not a national of the United States, a 
grant of permission by an official agency of 
that foreign country for that person to pro
vide health care independently as a health
care professional. 

"(2) 'Health-care professional' means a 
physician, dentist, clinical psychologist, 
nurse, and such other person providing 
direct patient care as may be designated by 
the Secretary of Defense in regulations.". 

<2> The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new item: 
"1094. Licensure requirement for health

care professionals.". 
(b) TRANSITION.-Section 1094 of title 10, 

United States Code, as added by subsection 
<a>. does not apply during the three-year 
period beginning on the date of the enact
ment of this Act with respect to the provi
sion of health care by any person who on 
the date of the enactment of this Act is a 
member of the Armed Forces. 
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June 18, 1985 

JUDGE BAZELON RETIRES 

HON. DON EDWARDS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, David L. Bazelon, judge of 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Dis
trict of Columbia, has announced his 
retirement. 

Judge Bazelon, who sat on the ap
peals court here for almost 36 years, 
16 as chief judge, will be remembered 
in legal history as one of the giants in 
the development of the law. It can be 
said with accuracy that the decent in
stincts of our country have been en
couraged and strengthened as a result 
of the work of this celebrated jurist. 

Fortunately for America, Judge Ba
zelon will continue his work in writing, 
lecturing and scholarship. In addition 
to the enormous contributions he has 
made in the past, we can look forward 
to a dialog from David Bazelon that 
will "blaze a path for other judges, 
and grapple with questions that no 
one has yet considered,'' to paraphrase 
the words of his good friend, Supreme 
Court Justice William J. Brennan, Jr. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that articles from 
the New York Times and the Wash
ington Post, be included below: 
[From the New York Times, June 11, 19851 

SPOKESMAN FOR LIBERALS WATCHES TIDE 
FI.ow OUT 

<By Stuart Taylor, Jr.) 
WASHINGTON, June 10.-David L. Bazelon 

sat by a window that looks out on the Cap
itol Dome, in which praise and scorn for his 
rulings once echoed, and talked about what 
has made him tick as a judge. 

"I was the youngest of nine kids," he re
called. "My father died when I was 2 and he 
left us nothing. That's something you live 
with as you move up." 

He paused. The stately office in the 
United States Courthouse exuded power 
and prestige; lawbooks line the walls, a 1967 
signed portrait of the Supreme Court under 
the late Chief Justice Earl Warren hangs by 
the door. 

"If I look back and ask, why am I this 
kind of guy?" he continued. "There was a 
sensitivity. It wasn't anything planned. You 
see somebody hurting and you understand 
what hurt is." 

THIRTY YEARS ON CUTTING EDGE 
This sensitivity, together with driving am

bition, intellectual curiosity and boldness in 
using judicial power, put Judge Bazelon on 
the cutting edge of the liberal activism that 
transformed American law and life between 
1950 and 1980. 

He was Chief Judge of the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Colum
bia Circuit from 1962 to 1978, an era when it 
was breaking new legal ground on broad 
issues. His court was as influential as any in 

the land after the Supreme Court, and he 
was one of the nation's most celebrated and 
controversial jurists. 

Now the tides of history are running 
against much of what he stands for, and he 
is stepping down. 

The old crusading fire still burns bright, 
flickering across the expressive face, radiat
ing through the gesturing hands. But Judge 
Bazelon, who is 75, has not been feeling 
well, and he wants time to work on a book. 
He announced his retirement last month. 

HE BECAME SENIOR JUDGE 
Thus ends a judicial career that began in 

1949 and in which he spearheaded the ideo
logically divided court's liberal majority 
before becoming a senior judge, with a re
duced caseload, 30 years later. 

A hero to many liberals, he was assailed 
by conservatives and some legal scholars as 
too soft on crime, too quick to read his own 
policy preferences into the law, too eager to 
extend judicial power into new areas. 

His many admirers reject such criticisms 
and say he has not been a purveyor of liber
al orthodoxy but a pioneer in confronting 
injustices that fester under conventional 
legal thinking, in challenging the status 
quo. 

Judge Bazelon once said he sought "to 
infuse my consideration of legal principles 
with the passion and pain of life in our soci
ety." In doing so, Justice William J. Bren
nan, Jr., a close friend and regular luncheon 
companion, once said, he blazed a path for 
other judges by "grappling with questions 
that no one has yet considered, searching 
for answers to problems that do not yield to 
quick analysis." 

His hundreds of judicial opinions helped 
shape the law on issues including the rights 
of criminal defendants and mental patients, 
communications law, the Freedom of Infor
mation Act, civil rights, environmental pro
tection and more. 

He has also been a prolific speaker, writer 
and joiner of organizations, with a special 
interest in bringing scientific insights into 
the legal process. "I've been into every
thing," he said in a recent interview. 

In his most famous decision, Durham v. 
United States, in 1954, he sought to broaden 
and revitalize the insanity defense, to open 
courtroom doors to psychiatric insights into 
the roots of crime, and to spare from pun
ishment those whose actions were "the 
product of mental disease or mental defect." 

This new definition of legal insanity was 
later abandoned by his own court and re
jected by Congress. But Judge Bazelon's 
opinion started a nationwide debate about 
criminal responsibility and mental illness 
that has outlived the Durham ruling. 

HE DISAGREES ON CRIME'S SOURCE 
For him a broader insanity defense repre

sented a step towards recognition that 
crimes often resulted from poverty, social 
injustice and mental illness, not free choice 
to do evil. Throwing offenders into "the 
savage jungle that is our prison system," he 
has said, is no solution. 

In recent years he has sharply criticized 
President Reagan's suggestions that poverty 
does not cause crime. "I don't know how 
we're going to make this a better world," he 
said in the interview, "but we ought at least 

to consider that these people never had a 
chance, to see the unfairness of it, to look at 
what's going on." 

Such sentiments are out of tune with the 
current mood in political Washington and in 
the Supreme Court under Chief Justice 
Warren E. Burger, who was Judge Bazelon's 
most bitter ideological adversary on the ap
peals court. 

But in the nation's leading law schools, 
where many of his 70 law clerks are profes
sionals, Judge Bazelon's influence remains 
strong. His carefully drafted opinions are a 
favorite teaching tool, according to Prof. 
Alan Dershowitz of Harvard Law School, a 
former Bazelon clerk, because they force 
students to grapple with hard questions 
rather than to memorize easy answers. 

For Judge Bazelon, characteristically, re
tirement represents a chance to start a new 
project. "What I really want to do is to 
write on what all this is about," he said with 
a wave around his office. "I think I've got 
something to say. I'm really excited about 
it." 

SAMPLE BAZELON VIEWS 
The right-wrong test, which considers 

knowledge or reason alone, is an inadequate 
guide to mental responsibility for criminal 
behavior. An accused is not criminally re
sponsible if his unlawful act was the prod
uct of mental disease or mental defect. 
Juries will continue to make moral judg
ments. But they will be guided by wider ho
rizons of knowledge concerning mental 
life.-Durham v. United States, 1954 

Day after day I found myself reviewing 
the convictions of persons who had commit
ted horrible acts of violence. The over
whelming majority of defendants came 
from the very bottom of our society. I didn't 
need Rorschach tests and EEG's to explain 
to me the causes of crime. The jury's consid
eration of the issue of criminal responsibil
ity is an opportunity for a cross-section of 
the community to confront the culture of 
poverty, to see its pernicious efforts, to un
derstand the crushing reality of deprivation, 
ignorance and despair. We will never resolve 
the problem of crime without first address
ing its roots in poverty and social injus
tice.-Speech, November 1983 

For nearly 200 years of this nation's histo
ry, few blacks, Hispanics would have 
thought of taking their claims to court. 
They knew they would receive no hearing 
there. If the so-called "litigation crisis" is 
due in any significant part to the increase in 
social expectations of the disadvantaged and 
to society's growing sensitivity to these 
issues, and I believe it is, then in my opinion 
the increase in litigation is a healthy one.
Speech, June 1983 

[From the Washington Post, May 21, 19851 
U.S. COURT OF APPEALS JUDGE BAZF-LON To 

RETIRE 
<By Lawrence Feinberg and Saundra 

Saperstein) 
U.S. Court of Appeals Judge David L. Ba

zelon, who personified liberal activism for 
more than three decades on a court often 
called the nation's second most powerful, 
said yesterday that he will retire from the 
bench. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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Outspoken, activist, creative and contro

versial, Bazelon has sat on the appeals court 
here for almost 36 years-16 of those as its 
chief judge. 

His career spanned the terms of eight 
presidents, beginning with Harry Truman. 
He held sway over the court as it produced 
rulings that broadened the rights of crimi
nal defendants and the mentally ill and al
lowed consumers and environmentalists to 
challenge successfully the powers that be. 

"He was and still is a model of what a 
judge should be . . . someone who is una
fraid to look behind a case to the pattern of 
social relations it represents and say 'This is 
unjust and intolerable in a decent society,'" 
said Yale law professor Robert Burt, a clerk 
to Bazelon in the mid-1960s. 

Several lawyers and educators said his re
tirement is symbolic of "an end of an era"
an era that Columbia Law School Dean 
Benno C. Schmidt said was one of "very 
high activism on the court in expanding 
constitutional rights and imposing judicial 
versions on public policy and administrative 
law." 

Bazelon, who is 75 and has held semire
tired senior status since 1979, said in an 
interview at a judicial conference in Wil
liamsburg yesterday that he hoped to spend 
some time writing about law and his half
century career. 

"It's time to do something else instead of 
being tied down to these cases. I'm not 
going to live forever, and you have to give 
yourself time Cto do some writing]," he said, 
adding that he is having some problems 
with his memory and felt it was best to step 
down. 

Bazelon said his legal opinions were "in
fluenced by concern for people who were 
getting the short end of the stick. 

"I also knew that the way to do it isn't 
just to say 'this isn't good.' You have to 
have a basis for something Cin the lawl. 
There's no question that you don't tum 
over a judgment for somebody just to be 
helpful. But the important thing is to let 
the world know that some things oughtn't 
to be . . . Sometimes things are so outra
geous that any person in his right mind 
would act.'' 

Bazelon came to the court in 1949 when 
he was 40-then the youngest judge ever 
named to the federal bench. 

In 1954, he wrote what still stands as his 
most famous opinion, in which he attempt
ed to change the prevailing legal test for in
sanity in criminal cases. 

The old test held that, in general, a crimi
nal defendant could claim insanity as a de
fense only if it could be proven that he or 
she could not distinguish between right and 
wrong. 

Bazelon, establishing what came to be 
known as the "Durham rule,'' said that a de
fendant should not be held criminally re
sponsible-even if he or she knew that an 
act was wrong-if the crime was a product 
of a mental disease or defect. In 1972, the 
appeals court abandoned that standard. 

For years, the Bazelon court-considered 
the most progressive in the nation-enjoyed 
the backing of Earl Warren's liberal Su
preme Court, but after Warren E. Burger 
became chief justice in 1969, the tide of 
high court decisions began to turn against 
Bazel on. 

In 1978, his opinion in a case involving a 
battle between environmentalists and the 
Nuclear Regulatory Agency was overturned 
by the Supreme Court in a stinging decision. 

Bazelon had ruled that the agency had 
not adequately considered environmental 
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factors before licensing the Vermont 
Yankee Nuclear Power Plant, but Justice 
William Rehnquist, who wrote the opinion, 
said the appeals decision was an example of 
"judicial intervention run riot" and excori
ated Bazelon for "Monday morning quarter
backing" of administrative agencies. 

Yesterday, Bazelon said the alternating 
swing between liberal and conservative po
litical and legal decisions may not be "alto
gether a bad thing.'' 

"Maybe the liberals go too far some
times,'' he said, "Maybe the others go too 
far, and there's a way of getting an equilib
rium." 

Harvard law professor Alan Dershowitz, 
once a clerk to the Judge, said in 1979 when 
Bazelon moved to senior status that the 
judges "enduring contribution" to the law 
"has been that he has pressed more ques
tions on the system than any other judge. 
He has singled out the function of the 
Court of Appeals more than any other 
Judge-to raise questions, to open areas for 
discussion." 

Chief U.S. Circuit Court Judge Spotts
wood W. Robinson III, who formally an
nounced Bazelon's retirement at the confer
ence yesterday, said Bazelon will hear no 
new cases but will participate in writing 
opinions on cases that he has already heard. 

"He has made his mark on the law and on 
the history of our circuit Ccourtl which is 
both indelible and profound," said Robin
son.• 

KITI'Y ANDERSON: VOLUNTEER 
EXTRAORDINARY 

HON. BRUCE F. VENTO 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
• Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, the spirit 
of volunteerism has always been a 
strong American virtue. During times 
of natural disaster or economic down
turns, millions of Americans have been 
there with financial and other support 
to help those in need. These volun
teers are not driven by material gain 
or public attention. Rather, their ef
forts are because of their deep person
al love and commitment to others. 

Now, more than ever, there is an 
urgent need for volunteers. From the 
starving in Ethiopia to the homeless in 
St. Paul, people need help and need 
the support of others. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been very fortu
nate to know a tireless worker, Kitty 
Anderson, who is committed to help
ing the less fortunate. Kitty has dedi
cated a large portion of her life to vol
unteer activities. She has worked with 
a variety of public and private groups 
such as the Stillwater State Prison, 
the Phalen Area Community Council, 
and the Loaves and Fishes Program. 
Her dedication to the needy has served 
as an example to all those who know 
her. 

While not every volunteer can re
ceive the credit they deserve, Kitty 
Anderson is worthy of special recogni
tion. That is why I am so pleased that 
Kitty Anderson was featured in the 
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May issue of the Merrick Community 
Center newsletter. While this is a fit
ting tribute to Kitty, an even greater 
tribute to her life is that through her 
example her children now have the 
same commitment and value toward 
people. At this time I would like to 
share with my colleagues the article 
about Kitty Anderson. 

KITTY ANDERSON: VOLUNTEER 
EXTRAORDINARY 

If one were to compile a list of all the 
places where Eastsider Kitty Anderson has 
volunteered over the last 25 years, it might 
read like Stephen Speilberg's movie credits. 

But to name Just a few, Kitty has been a 
volunteer for such institutions as Ramsey 
County Welfare, Stillwater State Prison, 
Phalen Area Community Council's "Kin
ship" program and Dayton Board and Care 
Home's "Sunny Tuesday." 

Currently, among other volunteer work, 
she is the Chairperson of the Board for 
Emergency Food Services/Greater St. Paul 
Community Food Bank and co-coordinator 
of the Loaves and Fishes program where 
she is "chief cook and bottle washer" once a 
week for hungry street people. 

She even manages to work 25 hours a 
week at the Church Book Store, a business 
which she and her husband own. 

What started Kitty on her volunteer pur
suits were her religious beliefs in love and 
brotherhood and the realization that "there 
is a great deal of injustice in the world.'' 

Feeling herself "fortunate" because of a 
happy childhood, a loving family and hus
band, a house and enough food to eat, Kitty 
knows there are many who do not have 
what she has. 

She helps others, she says, because "I see 
value in absolutely every person. Behind 
every person in trouble there is a reason for 
it. What we need to do is help people realize 
their own value.'' 

Kitty believes that people "in trouble" -
incest victims, prisoners, those with drug 
and alcohol problems, for example-are 
lacking in self-esteem and only through one
to-one contact can they better their situa
tions. 

A study at Stillwater Prison found that a 
majority of the inmates had been beaten as 
children. Kitty is very affected by that be
cause, as she emphasizes, "At the same time 
that I was being loved, other kids were 
being beaten. We all have the same needs to 
be loved and wanted, and if those needs 
aren't met, we get in trouble.'' 

Kitty began volunteering in the 1960s, and 
her efforts passed through three stages. She 
began with "safe" projects, such as visiting 
sick patients in hospitals. Next was her 
"committee" stage: she joined lots of com
mittees "where nothing seemed to get 
done.'' Now she is concentrating on one-to
one contacts with others. 

Although she is frequently in demand to 
help, she knows that she "can't do every
thing" and has narrowed her scope to what 
she terms as "hunger issues.'' 

Kitty says her rewards as a volunteer are 
many, including meeting lots of interesting 
people, making new friends and, on a more 
practical side, "My life is a lot less boring 
than Just working at the store and having a 
clean house.'' The people with whom she 
comes in contact also benefit, so "it's a two
way street,'' she notes. 

This super Eastside volunteer doesn't plan 
to stop volunteering and will keep going as 
long as she can. "The most exciting thing a 
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volunteer can do is touch another person's 
life," she says. "I just value people."• 

BALTIC FLAG DAY 

HON. BARBARA A. MIKULSKI 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I join 
in noting with the Baltic States the 
45th anniversary of the U.S. nonrecog
nition policy toward the illegal and 
forcible Soviet occupation of Estonia, 
Latvia, and Lithuania. The Baltic 
people cherish the principles of reli
gious and political freedom and inde
pendence. The Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics has imposed upon the 
captive people of the Baltic republics 
an oppressive political system which 
has destroyed every vestige of democ
racy, civil liberties and religious free
d om. 

The Baltic people, however, contin
ue to demonstrate tremendous courage 
when faced with constant Soviet forms 
of repression and religious persecu
tion, Baltic culture and tradition still 
thrive. All Baltic people retain a 
strong desire for freedom, and it is this 
desire from which they get their 
strength. 

The Baltic people are a symbol to 
the world of a people determined to 
maintain their culture, traditions, lan
guage, and religion despite Soviet con
trol over their society. Over the years, 
the Baltic people have succeeded in 
maintaining their nationalistic spirit. 
It is this spirit we honor today, Baltic 
Freedom Day. Let the Baltic people 
know that we in the United States rec
ognize and respect their right to free
dom and self-determination. We honor 
and encourage their perseverance. 
Their struggle is not, and will not be 
forgotten.• 

THE ENEMY WITHIN 

HON. HENRY J. HYDE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
•Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, as we 
debate the defense authorization bill 
this week, it would serve the cause of 
the defense of freedom to be aware 
that in our times, wars are often 
fought through subversion rather 
than by cross border attacks by armies 
in uniform. 

Just as it appears we are not 
equipped to deal with Soviet espionage 
at home-the Walker spy case provid
ing a recent example-so also are we 
ill-equipped to understand, much less 
cope with subversion in our own hemi
sphere. 

A prime case study is what is going 
on in Costa Rica right now. I submit, 
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for my colleagues, study, an article 
from the June 14 Wall Street Journal 
by Jaime Daremblum, a lawyer who 
also teaches political science at the 
University of Costa Rica. 
COSTA RICA RESPONDS TO THE ENEMY WITHIN 

SAN JosE, COSTA RicA.-Nicaragua's mili
tary might and its recent incursions into 
Costa Rica and Honduras have become an 
important part of the debate in the U.S. 
Congress over continuing aid to anti-Sandi
nista rebels. However, to think that the 
Sandinista commandantes are preparing to 
send their troops across the border to 
occupy Costa Rica is folly. 

Certainly, Costa Rica's social and demo
cratic achievements are an offensive pres
ence to the totalitarians in Managua. And if 
push came to shove, Costa Rica-with no 
army and only a scant police force-would 
be no match for the gargantuan Soviet
equipped Sandinista army. Nevertheless, 
this emphasis on Sandinista militarism and 
adventurism tends to overlook a more seri
ous threat posed by the Sandinista regime 
to its neighbors. 

While the Sandinista comandantes have 
proved themselves to be very poor disciples 
of Metternich and Castlereagh, they have 
an excellent sense of survival and have 
found subtle and effective means to disrupt 
the lives of their democratic neighbors. 
Links with extremists always come in 
handy, and with the help of Cuba and the 
Soviet Union, local communists in Costa 
Rica and other Central American countries 
have become Nicaragua's proxies on site. 

The close bonds between Costa Rican 
communists and the Sandinistas go back to 
the 1960s and provide a palpable dimension 
to the Nicaraguan threat. The full extent of 
this alliance became evident last year when 
strikes and widespread invasions of farms by 
groups of squatters, promoted and directed 
by a radical wing of the Costa Rican Com
munist Party, disrupted the economy and 
jeopardized the political stability of the 
nation. More recently, evidence has sur
faced the Costa Rican communists are being 
trained near Managua, have been tested in 
combat operations against anti-Sandinista 
rebels and are now operating within Costa 
Rica. 

Earlier this year, a different type of crimi
nal activity erupted in Costa Rica. Armed 
robberies have been committed in a fashion 
that sharply differs from the traditional 
modus operandi of local criminals, but 
which closely resemble robberies and kid
napings carried out by political terrorists in 
other Latin nations. These activities include 
infiltration of the target, prior rehearsals, 
specialized groups for each stage of the op
eration, the use of machine guns and com
mando-type escape logistics. Police investi
gations soon established a Nicaraguan con
nection with these events. 

In February, the arrest of criminals in the 
northern Costa Rican city of Guanacaste 
<near the Nicaraguan border> led to the dis
covery of about 200 members of a faction of 
the Costa Rican Communist Party. Some of 
these individuals had been trained in Nica
ragua and Cuba, and one was a Costa Rican 
congressman. Documents captured by the 
police showed that the group was planning 
to raise funds for radical movements 
throughout Central America. 

Then, last March, Costa Rican police cap
tured-also in Guanacaste-a Nicaraguan 
who was fleeing in a car stolen during an as
sault on the home of a prominent business
man in San Jose. The Nicaraguan was carry-
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Ing with him plans for a series of criminal 
activities, as well as other documents that 
indicated the existence of a terrorist ring of 
some 50 people; mostly Nicaraguan. Accord
ing to testimony on record, the group was 
connected to Nicaraguan government offi
cials and its funding and recruitment were 
controlled by Managua's Embassy in San 
Jose. 

Nicaragua has also been linked to Costa 
Rican operations conducted by extrare
gional groups. As a result of an alert from 
Spanish police, in September 1983 a terror
ist from a Basque separatist organization 
<the ETA> was arrested with a local accom
plice and charged with plotting to assassi
nate anti-Sandinista leader Eden Pastora. 
The Basque is currently awaiting an extra
dition request from Spain. 

Nicaragua's diplomatic relations with its 
neighbors have acquired a quality similar to 
that of countries that forsake the rule of 
law while supporting international terror
ism. Last Christmas Eve, acting in Iranian 
style, Sandinista policy forcibly removed 
from the Costa Rican Embassy in Managua 
Jose Urbina Lara, a man who had been 
granted asylum. Nicaragua replied to Costa 
Rican complaints against such flagrant vio
lations of international law by torturing Mr. 
Urbina Lara and sentencing him to five 
years in jail. Only after Costa Rica, El Sal
vador and Honduras temporarily withdrew 
in protest from the Contadora discussions 
did the Nicaraguan government release Mr. 
Urbina Lara. In fact, his release was exploit
ed as part of Daniel Ortega's March "peace 
offensive," prior to the U.S. Congress' vote 
on aid for the anti-Sandinista rebels. 

Beyond direct intimidation of their neigh
bors through their foreign policies, the San
dinistas' misguided domestic policies have 
had a disastrous effect on what Costa Rican 
President Luis Alberto Monge described in 
his May 1 message to Congress as his na
tion's "migratory bomb." According to 
President Monge, 200,000 illegal Central 
American immigrants are now in Costa 
Rica-a number equivalent to about 10% of 
the population. Press reports indicate that 
most of the refugees are Nicaraguan, only a 
fraction of whom have registered with the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Ref
ugees or the Red Cross. The Sandinistas' 
forced resettlement of thousands of peas
ants to create "fire-free" zones is sure to ex
acerbate this serious problem. 

Reacting to the latest developments, and 
also to the rising demands of the general 
public, the Costa Rican government has 
taken steps to reenforce and modernize its 
small security apparatus. The recent arrival 
of two dozen U.S. military advisers to train 
some 700 members of Costa Rica's Civil 
Guard-as the main branch of the police is 
called-has had overwhelming support in 
the country. 

Terrorism, politically motivated criminal 
activity, and an uncontrollable flood of refu
gees may strain Costa Rica's institutional 
muscle. But our country's deeply rooted 
democratic tradition will prove a formidable 
barrier to the growing and menacing 
shadow of Nicaragua.e 
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THE TEACHER RECRUITMENT 

AND RETENTION ACT 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

• Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, a chron
ic and persistent teacher shortage 
threatens the future of our education
al system and unless Congress acts in a 
decisive fashion to attack this prob
lem-we will face the need for 1 mil
lion new teachers by the year 1990. 

I have introduced what I believe to 
be a responsible and reasonable ap
proach in H.R. 27 42, the Teacher Re
cruitment and Retention Act. This bill 
provides a two-pronged approach to 
address both the anticipated shortfall 
in teachers, as well as the problems as
sociated with keeping current teachers 
in the system. 

The number of teachers entering the 
work force has decreased in the last 
decade from 300,000 to 150,000. This is 
based in large part to low pay-and 
even lower morale. We continue to 
hear that teachers have the lowest av
erage starting salaries of any college 
graduate with a 4-year bachelor's 
degree. In my own State of New York, 
the purchasing power of a teacher's 
salary has actually decreased by 12 
percent in the past 10 years. Quality 
and quantity of teachers in the work 
force depend upon adequate financial 
resources as well as inservice prof es
sional development opportunities. 
This bill would provide for both of 
these needs. 

Specifically, H.R. 27 42 attempts to 
encourage more people to enter teach
ing by def erring repayment of quaran
teed and direct student loans for up to 
5 years for those who become full-time 
teachers at the elementary or second
ary school level. The debt that is asso
ciated with financing a 4-year college 
degree is especially burdensome for an 
individual with a lower-than-average 
starting salary. 

By allowing teachers to wait for 5 
years before they begin to repay their 
loans, we would provide up-front fi
nancial incentives to attract teachers 
into the work force. Teacher salaries 
reach a ceiling sooner-within the first 
third of one's career-and at a much 
lower level, than do salaries of other 
college educators. 

It makes sense to allow teachers a 
small grace period before they enter 
repayment of their loans in exchange 
for the promise to enter the field. In
flation has decreased paychecks by 15 
percent in the past decade. According 
to the National Commission for Excel
lence in Teacher Education, 87 percent 
of those leaving the profession cited 
inadequate salaries as a factor. Defer
rals on these loans is, admittedly, an 
indirect and temporary salary subsidy 
which I believe is certainly not the 
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answer to a permanent salary in
crease-but at least a first step toward 
pay equity. 

Once we attract more teachers into 
the field-we must also provide ongo
ing professional development and 
training opportunities to keep them 
there. We have all heard about teach
er burnout and understand the prof es
sional problems faced by teachers, 
who in any 1 work day, must play the 
role of educator, counselor, police offi
cer, field marshal, and diplomat. 
Little, if any time is spent on learning 
about how to become a better teach
er-or how to teach more effectively. 
The millions the Federal Government 
spends on educational research, in
cluding learning about effective teach
ing-will be lost if we cannot provide a 
mechanism to get that information in 
the workplace where it belongs. 

This bill would provide $25 million 
over a 5-year period to local communi
ties, on a discretionary basis, for the 
establishment of professional develop
ment centers for inservice teacher 
training. Special emphasis would be 
placed upon those teachers in low
income areas and schools serving spe
cial populations, where the teacher 
shortage is most acute. Minorities are 
especially underrepresented in the 
teaching force-they comprise less 
than 12.5 percent of the K-12 work 
force, despite the fact that 25 percent 
of the American school population is 
minority. By 1990, these figures are 
expected to drop to 5 and 30 percent 
respectively. 

Projects will be awarded through a 
local governing board which would be 
composed primarily of teachers work
ing in the area to be served. Findings 
on the most effective teaching meth
ods, projects, and programs are to be 
collected and disseminated by the Sec
retary of Education. Our experience 
with previous inservice teacher train
ing programs demonstrated that when 
these programs are run by teachers
for teachers-then they reach the 
widest possible audience and are effec
tive tools in reducing teacher dissatis
faction with their Jobs. 

Congress has already taken a first 
step in addressing the teacher short
age problem by passing emergency leg
islation in the 98th Congress to cor
rect the special problem in recruit
ment and retention of math and sci
ence teachers. This responded to the 
fact that 10 percent of math and sci
ence teachers left the field since 1982. 
Of those that have remained-30 per
cent are not qualified to teach and 40 
percent will retire in the next decade. 
However, the $100 million that we pro
vided this year specifically for the 
math and science teaching problem is 
not a cure-all, but a mere band-aid on 
a much larger, festering sore. Accord
ing to a 1984 survey of teacher supply 
and demand, nationwide shortages are 
found in the areas of math, physics, 
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special education, computer program
ming, chemistry, bilingual education, 
earth science, biology, and English. 
The same survey found that the short
age is increasing at the fastest rate for 
not only science, but for elementary, 
Spanish, and French teachers. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress must reau
thorize the Higher Education Act in 
this Congress, which provides us a 
timely opportunity to advance propos
als to address the teacher shortage 
problem. Title IV of the act is the 
heart of the Federal Government's 
role in providing educational opportu
nity, and is an appropriate tool in this 
battle. Title V has traditionally provid
ed ongoing inservice training opportu
nities-most of which were eliminated 
in the 1981 Omnibus Reconciliation 
Act. This year, I would hope that we 
could reexamine the Federal role in 
assisting and nurturing the teaching 
profession by giving serious consider
ation to H.R. 2742, the Teacher Re
cruitment and Retention Act. 

For the benefit of my colleagues, I 
will insert into the RECORD, a copy of 
H.R. 2742. 

H.R. 2742 
A bill to amend the Higher Education Act of 

1965 to provide, with respect to guaran
teed, insured, and direct student loans, de
ferral of repayment and payment by the 
Government of the interest during the 
borrower's service as an elementary or sec
ondary school teacher 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Teacher Re
cruitment and Retention Act of 1985". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
( 1) excellence in education requires an 

adequately trained and staffed supply of el
ementary and secondary school teachers in 
the classroom; 

(2) the number of new teachers entering 
the field in the last decade has decreased 
from 300,000 to 150,000; 

(3) the current teacher shortage is expect
ed to escalate so that by 1990, one million 
new teachers will be needed. 

(4) starting salaries for teachers are lower 
than for any other program requiring a 
four-year college degree and are a signifi
cant factor in recruitment and retention of 
qualified teachers; 

(5) our Nation's 2.4 million teachers must 
be directly involved in community-based ef
forts and activities designed to upgrade pro
fessional skills of teachers for the work
place; and 

(6) the Federal Government has a signifi
cant role to play in assuring the local school 
districts in recruiting and retaining quali
fied teachers by providing professional de
velopment opportunities and adequate sala
ries for all current and future teachers. 
SEC. 3. SUBSIDIES FOR STUDENT LOANS TO BOR

ROWERS WHO TAKE CAREERS IN 
TEACHING. 

(a) INSURED STUDENT LoANs.-Section 
427(a)(2)(C) of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 is amended-
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( 1> by redesignating clauses <vi> through 

<viii> as clauses <vii> through <ix), respective
ly; and 

<2> by inserting after clause <v> the follow
ing new clause: "(vi> not in excess of five 
years during which the borrower is engaged 
as a full-time teacher in a public or private 
elementary or secondary school;". 

(b) GUARANTEED STUDENT LoANS.-Section 
428<b><l><M> of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 is amended-

< 1 > by redesignating clauses <vi> through 
<viii> as clauses <vii> through <ix), respective
ly; and 

<2> by inserting after clause <v> the follow
ing new clause: "(vi> not in excess of five 
years during which the borrower is engaged 
as a full-time teacher in a public or private 
elementary or secondary school;". 

(C) DIRECT STUDENT LoANS.-Section 
464<c><2><A> of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 is amended-

<l > by redesignating clauses <vi> and <vii> 
as clauses <vii> and <viii>, respectively; 

<2> by inserting after clause <v> the follow
ing new clause: 

"<vi> is engaged as a full-time teacher in a 
public or private elementary or secondary 
school;"; 

<3> striking out "or <vii>" in the second 
sentence of such section and inserting in 
lieu thereof "or <viii>"; 

<4> by inserting before the last sentence of 
such section the following new sentence: 
"The period during which repayment may 
be deferred by reason of clause <vi> shall not 
exceed five years."; and 

<5> by striking out "clause <vi>" in the last 
sentence of such section and inserting in 
lieu thereof "clause <vii>". 
SEC. 4. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT CENTERS. 

Title V of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 is amended by inserting before part B 
the following new part: 

"PART A-PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
CENTERS 

"PROGRAM AUTHORIZED 
"SEC. 501. From the funds appropriated 

under section 504, the Secretary shall make 
grants to local educational agencies, institu
tions of higher education, and consortia of 
such agencies and institutions to support 
programs < 1 > providing in-service training 
and professional development for existing 
teachers of elementary and secondary 
school, <2> improving teacher preparation 
for new teachers, <3> enhancing educational 
leadership, and (4) providing special assist
ance to those teachers working with and in 
low-income areas and schools serving special 
populations. In awarding grants under this 
section, the Secretary shall give special em
phasis to awarding grants to school districts 
that are in low-income areas and that have 
a demonstrated shortage of certified and 
qualified teachers. 

"PROJECT ADMINISTRATION 
"SEC. 502. Each project to which a grant is 

made under section 501 shall be adminis
tered by a governing board that is primarily 
composed of teachers from the area served 
by the project. 

"DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION 
"SEc. 503. The Secretary shall collect and 

disseminate information on projects assisted 
with funds under this part and shall evalu
ate the benefits of such projects for the par
ticipants therein and disseminate the re
sults of such evaluations. 

"AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
"SEC. 504. There are authorized to be ap

propriated to carry out this part, $5,000,000 
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for fiscal year 1986 and each of the four suc
ceeding fiscal years.".• 

THE ROBERT REUBEN SCHOLAR
SHIP RECIPIENTS AT MIRA 
COSTA HIGH SCHOOL 

HON. MEL LEVINE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. 
Speaker, this year is literally loaded 
with anniversary celebrations and ob
servances related to the welcome 
ending of World War II, but on the 
night of June 12, at Mira Costa High 
School in my district, there is to be a 
very special remembrance when three 
outstanding students-Leland 
Dutcher, Jason Fink, and Chad 
Conrad-receive Robert Reuben schol
arships. Most of the people in Man
hattan Beach who do remember him 
(he died in 1964), think of him as the 
man who established the Pen & Quill 
Restaurant <now Barnaby's), and as 
the president of the Manhattan Beach 
Chamber of Commerce in 1955-56. 

Robert Reuben was far more than 
that. He is a substantial footnote in 
the history of journalism-the first 
man to get a Normandy datelined 
story out on D-day. 

Mira Costa High School invited Col. 
Barney Oldfield, a retired Air Force 
officer, to be the speaker for the occa
sion and make the scholarship awards. 
He not only knew Reuben well, but 
was the one who encouraged him to 
take parachute and glider training so 
he could accompany the lOlst Air
borne Division into Normandy. Be
cause what Robert Reuben did was so 
enterprising, courageous, and the ulti
mate in risktaking in pursuit of the 
adventurous profession of a war corre
spondent, I request unanimous con
sent to insert Colonel Oldfield's re
marks in the RECORD and commend it 
to the attention of my colleagues: 
REMARKS OF COL. BARNEY OLDFIELD, USAF 

(RET.) 1 ON OCCASION OF THE AWARD OF 
ROBERT REUBEN SCHOLARSHIPS AT MIRA 
COSTA HIGH SCHOOL, MANHATTAN BEACH, 
CA, JUNE 12, 1985 
CRobert Reuben Scholarship Winners: 

Leland Dutcher, who will enter UC, Berke
ley; Jason Fink, who will go to UCLA; a.nd 
Chad Conrad, who will enter Brigham 
Young University.] 

Distinguished guests, students of Mira 
Costa High School: When Sally Reed asked 
me to come here today to Join you for the 
presentation of the Robert Reuben Scholar
ships, you ca.n be forgiven for not knowing 

1 Now a consultant with Litton Industries, who 
not only knew Robert Reuben, but was the one who 
encouraged him to volunteer for parachute and 
glider training before Normandy, so he could ac
company the D-Day airborne invasion of Western 
Europe. These remarks wlll be 8'1ven exactly 41 
years plus 6 days to the very hour after Reuben's 
plane was approaching the Cherbourir Peninsula in 
France. 
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what memories and what a sentimental oc
casion it would be for me. 

Long before the three we honor tonight 
were born-Leland Dutcher, Jason Fink, 
and Chad Conrad-I was a paratrooper. It 
was in 1943 and I had been ordered to Eng
land to carry cut a most difficult persuading 
task, probably the toughest sales job ever. 
There was concern that something the 
Army had begun, the concept of vertical en
velopment, or introducing soldiers into 
combat by parachute and glider transport, 
had not been well covered by war corre
spondents. The Army was staking a great 
deal on the success of airborne troops, and 
needed the role better understood. 

The job they had given me was one of si
dling up to war correspondents in London to 
make them a great story offer, having them 
accompany the airborne troops into battle. 
In that time period, this was about as entic
ing a prospect as asking someone to stand 
still while allowing somebody else to knock 
his teeth out with a ball bat. I must say that 
I lost more people in mid-conversation that 
I could count. The trouble with what I was 
tossing out for their consideration was, if 
they said yes, they had to agree to go to 
parachute and glider school, ultimately 
making five qualifying parachute jumps and 
as many glider rides and landings. 

There was good reason for this as no com
mander wanted to have somebody freeze in 
the aircraft door at the last minute and 
jeopardize the lives of accompanying sol
diers who were already hazardously en
gaged. 

Over a period of 4 months, I was able to 
get 16 to volunteer, go through the training, 
and announce themselves as ready to go on 
whatever adventure the planners were ar
ranging for airborne troops. Nobody said 
the word out loud, but the destination of a 
major commitment of three airborne divi
sions, two American and one British, was 
Normandy. 

The date was to live forever in history, 
just 41 years and 6 days ago. 

One of the earliest to volunteer for my op
portunity package was a young man born in 
Omaha, Nebraska, named Robert Reuben. 
Although he was an America.n, he la.nded a 
job with the British News Agency, Reuters, 
a.nd it was for them that he was accredited. 
One of the first to complete the preparatory 
training, he was also one of the first to be 
apprehensive about a Journalism impera
tive, once he has his story, and had lived 
through the la.nding, how was he going to 
get it out? 

That was a great unknown, a very, very 
big one as he was going to be in a life-risk
ing situation, a.nd unless he could tell his 
story, it would have been for nothing. And 
he might be a dead man as well. Every com
munications need had to be carried with 
him by parachute! 

At this Juncture in our mutual dilemma, 
a.n old army sergeant appeared in my door 
in London. He acted as though he was em
barrassed to make such a suggestion, but he 
said he did have one. Had we ever thought 
about using carrier pigeons? 

He had only half entered the office, as if 
he expected to have to run for his life for 
having made such a ludicrous suggestion. I 
must admit my first reaction was to not con
sider this too seriously, but when there's 
nothing else, one is wise not to throw any
thing away. 

Without Reuben knowing anything about 
it, or any of my other prospects either, we 
thought we'd give it a trial run during a 
manuever down near Land's End to the west 
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of England. I had one of my colleagues 
loaded down with wicker cages full of carri
er pigeons, who had his very own landing 
craft from which to launch them. Our re
search showed us that there are overwater 
carrier pigeons, and overland varieties; the 
overwater types being able to navigate even 
though there's no land in sight. 

As the maneuvering flotilla hovered in the 
darkness, my friend wrote little nonsense 
messages, put them in the leg capsules on 
each pigeon, then tossed them in the air. If 
all worked well, these pigeons, in 6 hours, 
were to land at the pigeon cote in London. 
If it worked, then, only then, would we ven
ture to suggest it to the war correspondents 
who were to go in airborne. 

I was then at Field Marshal Montgomery's 
headquarters in the south of England near 
Portsmouth. Twenty-four hours went by, 
and not a pigeon showed in London. Forty
eight hours, and not a sign. Then I had a 
surprise call from the police chief of the Isle 
of Wight. That's a small bit of land near the 
entrance of Portsmouth and Southhampton 
Harbors. He said apologetically that he felt 
he had a military security problem and he 
didn't know how to talk about it on the 
phone. Everything was super secretiv.e then, 
so I told him to talk around it. Finally, he 
said: "Old chap, are you missing any feath
ered things?" Do you mean pigeons, I asked 
him. That's right, he said; pigeons, they're 
all over my bloody jail and messing the 
place something awful. What should he do? 
I told him with the food shortage being 
what it was, to have them for dinner, as 
they were no good to me. 

A few days later, I mentioned it to Bob 
Reuben. He didn't laugh at the suggestion. 
And that night of June 5th when the lOlst 
Airborne Division was loading up for the 
crossing to Normandy. There was a big 
laugh when one of the war correspondents 
showed up with a wicker cage with two car
rier pigeons inside. That was Robert 
Reuben. It was to be a night of long 
chances, and he decided carrier pigeons just 
might work. 

As his plane approached Normandy that 
night, he wrote on cigarette tissue the 
words: Have landed Normandy. Reuben. 
Reuters. He put one of these in each of the 
leg capsules on the two pigeons. When he 
jumped out into the darkness about 3 a.m. 
of June 6th near Carentan at the base of 
the Cherbourg Peninsula, he had a pigeon 
clutched in each hand. He had to hold their 
wings down tight or the blast from the 
plane's propellor would have ripped them 
off. When he hit the ground, was actually 
there in Normandy, he tossed both of them 
in the air where they disappeared in the 
blackness of that suspenseful night. Being 
actually on the ground, he was entitled to 
the Normandy dateline. If the pigeons did 
their part, he would be part of history. 

All that day, at the Montgomery head
quarters, I was being asked for news of this 
or that correspondent. There were rumors, 
but there was nothing from the far shore. It 
was about 9 o'clock that D-Day evening 
when I had a call from Dover on the Eng
lish Channel and the caller said a pigeon 
had just landed at the cote there. He was a 
tired bird, but when they opened his leg 
capsule, the message read: Have landed Nor
mandy, Reuben, Reuters. 

That was the first story from Normandy 
on D-Day, brought out in a most primitive 
way, an accomplishment of a man who rea
soned that when you're taking long chances 
anyway, try anything-and something just 
might work! In Robert Reuben's case, it did. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
And for those of you for whom history is 

not a dead subject, but a living breathing re
minder of what's possible in the lives of us 
all, consider this: There are such things as 
enduring values. A century before, a wily 
German wanted to get the jump on other fi
nancial traders in Frankfurt, Germany, and 
to do that, he had to know what the London 
markets had done. He set up an elaborate 
system of horsemen, courier boats, wig-wag 
signals, and for the link between Verviers, 
Belgium, and Aachen in Germany, he used 
carrier pigeons. Because he was always first 
to know the London market situation, 
whether to buy or sell, he became a very 
rich man. His name was Paul Julius Reuter, 
and that was the beginnings for the news 
service Robert Reuben worked for. And car
rier pigeons, so critical in Reuters' start, fig
ured again in Bob Reuben's first story from 
Normandy. 

I recommend that each of you someday 
visit Barnaby's Restaurant, for one specific 
reason. Just inside the doorway is a plaque. 
Most people go by it without noticing and 
only a few read what it says. But that was 
once Bob Reuben's Pen and Quill Restau
rant, and he was president of the Manhat
tan Beach Chamber of Commerce in 1955-
56, and it was the chamber of commerce 
which put the plaque there. It reads: 

"IN MEMORY OF ROBERT REUBEN, 1918-1964" 

In 1940, Bob began a brilliant career as a 
war and foreign correspondent for NBC and 
Reuters. His nose for news took him to the 
White House, through Europe and the Pa
cific. D-Day of World War II found him 
parachuting from the first plane into Nor
mandy, first correspondent to arrive in 
Paris, first to file a story from German soil, 
first yank in Tokyo-reported the surrender 
of Japan-received a Presidential Unit Cita
tion. In 1946, he was in Admiral Byrd's ex
pedition to the South Pole. In 1950, he re
ceived a U.S. army citation personally from 
General Eisenhower! 

All of the winners of the Robert Reuben 
Scholarship are a part of his considerable 
heritage. He took all the cards life dealt him 
and played them. He courted individual 
danger, took wild byways to find and tell 
the stories he told so well. He lived his life 
with grace and charm, and everyone who 
knew him felt better because he did. If you 
are looking for a role model for preparation 
for life, for readiness to know it to its full
est, look no further than Robert Reuben, 
one to whom being first was not Just an ob
session. Life was more fun for him with that 
perspective, and it can be for you, too.e 

MILES LORD-THE PEOPLE'S 
JUDGE 

HON. BRUCE F. VENTO 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
• Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, the 
American people lost a friend in our 
Federal judicial system on May 20, 
when U.S. District Judge Miles Lord 
announced his retirement. Judge 
Lord's announcement marks the end 
to 35 years of public service including 
19 years on the Federal bench. 

Born in Crosby, MN in 1919, Judge 
Lord attended the University of Min
nesota Law School. After receiving his 
law degree, Miles joined the U.S. attor-
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ney's Minnesota staff. In 1954, Judge 
Lord was elected Minnesota attorney 
general and was reelected twice. He re
signed as attorney general in 1960 and 
was appointed U.S. attorney for Min
nesota in 1961. In 1966, Miles Lord was 
appointed to the Federal bench. 

It was as a Federal judge that Miles 
Lord made his greatest impact on Min
nesota and our country as a whole. His 
issues have touched on virtually all as
pects of our society from the environ
ment to health care. 

One of the environmental decisions 
issued by Judge Lord was to upholding 
the constitutionality of the Boundary 
Waters Canoe Area Wilderness Act. 
This decision upheld the national leg
islation which protects one of our Na
tion's largest and most popular wilder
ness areas. 

Before the national media focused 
on overcharges by defense contractors, 
Judge Lord chastized the Sperry com
pany for overcharging the Govern
ment in defense contracts. 

In 1980, Judge Lord broke new 
ground against sexual discrimination 
when he ruled that the University of 
Minnesota had not provided women 
faculty members with an equal oppor
tunity for advancement and was there
fore liable for lost wages. 

Most recently, Judge Lord gained 
national prominence for his actions on 
behalf of those women who had used 
the Dalkon Shield intrauterine device. 

Mr. Speaker, anyone who has taken 
such an active role in our society will 
gain admirers and detractors. Many 
did not agree with all of Judge Lord's 
decisions but none can deny that 
Judge Lord's decisions were based on a 
commitment to the American people 
whom we serve. All too often big busi
nesses and big government have the 
advantage of resources and time which 
put the average American at a disad
vantage. Judge Lord returned human 
understanding to our judicial system 
and put the process on an even play
ing field for all Americans. Nowhere is 
this more evident than in the Dalkon 
Shield case. Until Judge Lord became 
involved, the claims had been mired in 
courts throughout the country. Under 
Judge Lord, however, these cases 
moved forward and corporate 
stonewalling was overcome. Efforts 
such as this have earned Miles Lord 
the title of the "People's Judge." 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
and our system of justice will miss 
Miles Lord. Because of him, justice 
has been available for the American 
people. He has been there when others 
were not. He has spoken out when 
others were silent. In surveying his 
career, Judge Lord said "I like to think 
I helped women and minorities and 
the poor and downtrodden and op
pressed, whether they be oppressed by 
governments or industry or just life." 
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Nothing more could have been expect
ed.• 

DESERTIFICATION AND 
DEFORESTATION 

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am introducing legislation, H.R. 2782, 
that will enable our Nation to help 
prevent famine in Africa by tackling 
two of its majors causes: Desertifica
tion and deforestation. It is a timely 
initiative; only last week the United 
Nations issued a report stating that in 
the Sudan alone the number of vic
tims of the current famine will reach 
11.5 million, no more than half of that 
nation's population by the end of the 
year. It is clear that the disaster over
taking the Sudan will be even more 
devastating than Ethiopia's and is due 
to in large part of deforestation and 
desertification. 

Our Nation has always been a leader 
in providing direct humanitarian aid 
to areas in crisis around the world. We 
have financed many self-help projects 
that respond to the need for long-term 
solutions to the poverty that plagues 
so many countries. In addition, we are 
doing much to bring to the attention 
of the leaders of the many countries 
that are suffering from the current 
famine, action that they themselves 
can undertake to help their people. 
Those actions include dismantling 
state controlled agricultural programs, 
adopting market oriented strategies 
and reducing some of the disincentives 
that hinder corporate investment in 
their nations. 

However, we are doing far too little 
in regard to the one major factor in 
the famine equation that impacts di
rectly on all other efforts undertak
en-the current degradation of the re
source base itself. Sub-Saharan Afri
ca's productive land is undergoing 
such a change for the worse, that the 
deleterious impact on the production 
of locally grown food, if not checked, 
will render all our good will and other 
efforts valueless. We shall only have 
to look forward to more famines that 
will make each preceding one seem 
mild in comparison. 

This bill provides specific assistance 
for building up and sustaining the nat
ural resources of those areas and coun
tries in Africa which are suffering, or 
on a long-term basis are likely to 
suffer from exceptional food supply 
problems and where the natural re
source base has suffered deterioration 
due to deforestation, desertification, 
and other forms of over-use. It for
cuses on small-scale, self-help cost-ef
fective programs which will create sus
tainable growth in what is now cur
rently turning into waste land. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Mr. Speaker, the time has come to 

turn back the tide of degradation of 
Africa's agricultural resource base 
which should be providing food for 
that continent's people. The desertifi
cation and deforestation which has 
played a major role in causing the 
present catastrophe in Africa, need 
our immediate attention if we are to 
put an end to the famine cycle. 

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to 
support H.R. 2782 and at this part in 
the RECORD I request that the full text 
of this bill be printed: 

H.R. 2782 
A bill to authorize assistance for famine 

prevention in Africa 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That chap
ter 1 of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 
"SEC. 129. PREVENTION OF FAMINE IN AFRICA. 

"(a) FINDING.-The Congress makes the 
following findings: 

"(1) A major cause of the current, tragic 
famine in Africa is degradation of the natu
ral resource base due to overgrazing, fire
wood gathering, overharvesting of trees, and 
overcropping on fragile soils. These activi
ties have caused soil erosion, flooding, re
moval of tree cover, loss of water supplies, 
and desertification. 

"(2) This degraded natural resource base 
cannot provide even the basic needs of 
human beings, as demonstrated by the cur
rent famine. Prompt actions to restore and 
maintain the resource base are essential to 
meet the needs of growing populations. If 
these actions are not taken, continuing mas
sive external food aid will be necessary to 
relieve continuing famine, and even such 
massive aid may be insufficient or suscepti
ble to delivery delays. 

"(3) There is substantial and growing evi
dence that the most effective, quickest, and 
least costly way of maintaining and restor
ing the resource base is through small-scale, 
affordable, resource-conserving, low-risk, 
local projects, using appropriate technol
ogies and methods suited to the local envi
ronment and traditional agricultural meth
ods in Africa, and featuring close consulta
tion with and involvement of local people at 
all stages of project design and implementa
tion. Sustainable increased agricultural pro
duction must be responsive to the environ
mental resource and climatic conditions 
unique to the various regions of Africa. Ap
propriate activities include agroforestry, 
small-scale farms and gardens, and other in· 
novative agricultural methods <including 
energy and resource-conservation tech
niques and use of organic or regenerative 
methods where feasible>; construction of 
check dams and terraces and other erosion
control projects; tree planting for wind
breaks, soil stabilization, or firewood; energy 
conservation and small-scale energy produc
tion to reduce consumption of firewood and 
animal wastes otherwise usable as fertilizer; 
and local education and training efforts. 
Often, the best way of actively involving the 
affected local people is through local gov
ernment organizations <such as village coun
cils), local nongovernmental organizations, 
foreign private and voluntary organizations, 
or Peace Corps volunteers. National and 
international nongovernmental organiza
tions can be useful intermediaries. 
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"(4) Efforts are needed at national region

al levels to provide technical and other sup
port for projects of the kinds described in 
paragraph (3) and to strengthen the capac
ities of African nations to provide effective 
research and extension services in support 
of environmentally sustainable increases in 
food production. These efforts include es
tablishing or strengthening soil conserva
tion and forestry services; providing seeds, 
seedlings, energy-efficient and resource-con
serving devices, and other needed materials; 
training and educating local people; and cre
ating financial mechanisms to furnish credit 
to small farmers. 

"(5) Increased research is needed with the 
aim of providing appropriate materials and 
techniques for projects of the kinds de
scribed in paragraph (3). The objective of 
this research should include development of 
major food crops which can be grown on an 
environmentally sound sustainable basis in 
semi-arid areas of Africa. 

"(6) In order to help prevent human suf
fering and unwanted dependence on foreign 
aid, promote orderly economic development, 
and avoid calls for massive and increasing 
emergency food aid, it is in the national in
terest of the United States to provide sub
stantial assistance to African nations suffer
ing from or threatened with famine for the 
purpose of restoring and maintaining the 
natural resource base. 

"(b) AuTHORITY.-The President is author
ized to furnish assistance under this part to 
support projects and efforts in Africa of the 
kinds described in subsections (a)(3), (4), 
and <5>. In carrying out this section, the 
President shall place special emphasis on 
grants to international and African nongov
ernmental organizations and to United 
States private and voluntary organizations 
for projects of the kinds described in subsec
tion <a><3>. 

"(c) REVIEW.-The Administrator of the 
Agency for International Development and 
the Director of the Peace Corps-

"<l > shall assess the opportunities for 
their agencies to support projects and ef
forts in Africa of the kinds described in sub
sections <a><3>, (4), and <5>; and 

"(2) place a high priority on providing 
such support, either from funds authorized 
to be appropriated by this section or from 
other sources. 

"(d) REQUIREMENTS ON USE OF FuNDs.
Funds made available to cp,.rry out this sec
tion shall be used as follows: 

"<l) Emphasis shall be given in the use of 
those funds, to maximum extent practica
ble, for grants for international and African 
nongovernmental organizations and to 
United States private and voluntary organi
zations for projects of the kinds described in 
subsection <a><3>. Every effort shall be made 
to disburse these funds quickly (beginning 
where necessary with modest grants for 
project identification and design), 

"(2) A significant portion of such funds 
shall be used for national and regional ef
forts of the kinds described in subsection 
<a><4>. 

"(3) Such funds may be used to support 
research of the kind described in subsection 
<a><5>. 

"(4) Such funds shall be available only in 
those areas which are suffering or are likely 
to suffer from exceptional food supply prob
lems on a long-term basis where the natural 
resource base has suffered deterioration due 
to drought, deforestation, desertification, or 
other forms of overuse. 
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The Administrator of the Agency for Inter
national Development shall make a determi
nation of those nations and areas which 
meet the conditions described in paragraph 
<4> and shall include the list of such areas in 
the reports to the Congress required by sub
section Cf). 

"(e) HOST COUNTRY AND PRIVATE SECTOR 
CONTRIBUTIONS.-The host country shall be 
encouraged to contribute its own resources, 
to the maximum extent possible, in conjunc
tion with the projects and efforts supported 
under this section. The private sector in the 
host country, and subsidiaries of United 
States companies operating in that country, 
shall also be encouraged to participate, to 
the maximum extent possible, in those 
projects and efforts. 

"(f) ANNUAL REPORTS.-Each annual 
report required by section 634(a) of this Act 
shall include a report on the implementa
tion of this section. The report required by 
this subsection shall describe-

"<l > the uses of funds pursuant to this sec
tion, including a description of each project 
or program supported with those funds and 
the amount allocated to it; the identity of 
each recipient of those funds, and the 
amount of funds each received; and the 
amount of those funds used for assistance in 
each country; and 

"(2) the estimated need for actions to 
maintain or restore the natural resource 
base in African nations in order to prevent 
famine, and the projected contribution of 
the United States for the next three fiscal 
years to meet an appropriate share of those 
needs. 

"(g) EFFECTIVENESS STUDY.-Within 5 
years after the date of enactment of this 
section, the Administrator of the Agency for 
International Development shall carry out a 
cross-sectoral study of a representative 
sample of the projects funded pursuant to 
this section to determine their effectiveness 
in helping to prevent famine, and shall 
report the result to the Congress. 

"(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
In addition to the amounts otherwise avail
able for such purposes, there are authorized 
to be appropriated $75,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1986 for use in providing assistance 
under this section. Amounts appropriated 
under this section are authorized to remain 
available until expended.".• 

DON'T OVERRIDE STATES' 
RIGHTS 

HON. CARROLL HUBBARD, JR. 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, last 
Wednesday, June 12, the House Com
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs <of which I am a member> 
marked up banking legislation that is 
of great interest to our Nation's finan
cial institutions. 

During the markup, I read in its en
tirety an excellent June 4, 1985, letter 
that I had received from William L. 
Reece, president and chief executive 
officer of the Farmers National Bank 
of Scottsville, Kentucky. 

Because of the impact of the inter
state banking measure, I felt my col
leagues on the House Banking Com
mittee would be interested in Mr. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Reece's comments in opposition to 
overriding States' rights as provided 
by proponents of the interstate bank
ing bill. 

I am hopeful that my colleagues in 
the House of Representatives will take 
a few moments to read the following 
letter from William L. Reece: 

MAY 20, 1985. 
Congressman CARROLL HUBBARD, Jr., 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HUBBARD: As you are 
aware, you will soon be asked to express 
your opinion by voting on H.R. 20 and Re
gional Banking Legislation. We feel this is 
one of the most important issues to face the 
banking industry in many years. 

It is our opinion that our industry has sur
vived and thrived very well under the provi
sions of the Douglas Amendment, which is 
the foundation of our diversified financial 
system. We believe each state should contin
ue to have the right to determine its own fi
nancial structure. 

Very simply, we do not wish to see the 
money center financial giants in our indus
try come to our local community or state to 
drain deposits from our local economy only 
to be invested in questionable, high risk 
loans with foreign developing countries that 
may never be able to repay. Also, we do not 
wish to see our deposits used to promote 
foreign manufacturing in lieu of the provi
sion of jobs within our local community. 

We know you share our concern for the 
local community, and for states' rights to 
control their own destiny. We urge you to 
express that concern by voting "NO" to leg
islation that would permit federal authority 
to override states' rights as provided under 
the Douglas Amendment. We urge you to 
continue to support legislation that will 
allow each state to continue to exercise au
thority over factors that influence the local 
economy. 

Thank you for your support and attention 
to this most important issue. 

Respectfully, 
WILLIAM L. REECE, 
President, and C.E. 0., 

The Farmers National Bank.• 

NEW WAY TO CUT DEFENSE 
COSTS 

HON. HENRY J. HYDE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
•Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, as we 
embark on debating the defense au
thorization bill, a test looms for all of 
us to prove our devotion to fiscal re
straint. As we proceed to slash de
fense, the questions arises as to 
whether certain sections are sacro
sanct, or whether every aspect of this 
bill is open to reduction. 

Chicago Tribune Columnist Stephen 
Chapman has something useful to tell 
us on this topic, and I hope my 
budget-cutting colleagues will pay at
tention to what he says. 
[From the Chicago Tribune, June 14, 1985] 

A NEW WAY TO CUT DDENSE COSTS 
<By Stephen Chapman> 

It's not every day that you find a conserv
ative Republican senator trying to cut the 
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defense budget and a liberal Democratic 
senator opposing him. But it happened the 
other day, and the battle tells a lot about 
the obstacles to reducing the federal budget. 

The fight between Phil Gramm of Texas 
and Edward Kennedy of Massachusetts was 
over a measure that dilutes the Davis-Bacon 
Act as it aplies to military construction. 
Davis-Bacon, a relic of the Depression, 
forces the federal government to pay inflat
ed wages on construction projects. 

The law was supposed to prevent Wash
ington from forcing wages down. It requires 
contractors getting federal contracts to pay 
the "prevailing wage." That has generally 
been taken to mean the highest wage. Be
sides raising the cost of housing projects 
and highways, the law protects union con
tractors against nonunion competition. It is 
dear to organized labor. 

The Congressional Budget Office estimat
ed in 1983 that repeal would save $1.5 bil
lion a year in budget authority. The Reagan 
administration has made changes in how 
the law is administered, but their effect 
isn't known yet. They surely won't be as val
uable as simply killing Davis-Bacon. 

The amendment offered by Sen. Gramm, 
Texas A&M's contribution to sound eco
nomic policy, doesn't do that. It only re
duces the scope of the law on military con
struction. Right now, it applies to contracts 
of $2,000 or more; Gramm raises the thresh
old to $1 million. His proposal relaxes job 
classification rules, so that contractors 
won't have to pay an electrician's wage to 
an electrician's helper. It also codifies some 
of the administration's regulatory reforms. 

The changes exempt about 90 percent of 
military construction contracts from Davis
Bacon, involving 40 percent of the dollar 
volume. The Defense Department says they 
would save $150 million a year. 

But Ted Kennedy, that fierce opponent of 
Pentagon waste, was eager to defend it this 
time. In the June 4 floor debate, he called 
Gramm's proposal "an indefensible assault 
on the wages of construction workers" and 
warned that lower wages would mean less 
productive workers and "shoddy work." 

Both charges are nonsense. The point of 
Davis-Bacon is not to prevent wages from 
being driven down, but to raise them above 
their competitive level. It is no crime 
against carpenters to pay them what their 
labor is worth in the marketplace. 

Nor is there any reason to believe that 
paying workers more ensures higher qual
ity. I have racked my memory in vain to 
find an occasion when Kennedy argued that 
paying more to General Dynamics guaran
tees better fighter planes, or that a $700 
toilet seat is 28 times better than a $25 
model. 

In fact, Kennedy took this opportunity to 
denounce those high-priced seats, thus ex
hausting Oramm's always-limited supply of 
patience. "We are talking about more 
money here on this one vote,''he retorted, 
"than we have ever paid for toilet seats and 
crescent wrenches and cathode ray tubes in 
the whole history of the Republic." 
If firms paying high wages boast higher 

productivity and better work, they will un
derbid contractors employing sloppy, low
paid workers. If Kennedy truly believed in 
the superiority of unionized companies, he 
would welcome the chance to prove it. 

Given Congress' avowed determination to 
restrain defense spending, you might expect 
Oramm's measure to sail through. But Ken
nedy's amendment to delete it, which 
needed a majority to pass, fell barely short 
by a 49-49 vote. Among Democrats who 



16152 
voted for higher defense spending: Gary 
Hart, Alan Cranston, John Glenn, Howard 
Metzenbaum, William Proxmire, Paul 
Simon-a profile in courage, every one. And 
Gramm still has to get the House to accept 
the idea. 

Unfortunately, a lot of members of Con
gress who think the Reagan administration 
is too generous to the Pentagon won't 
temper their own benevolence toward the 
AFL-CIO. Liberals who are serious about 
cutting the defense budget can't exempt 
their friends from sacrifice.e 

INCREASING MINORITY OWNER
SHIP OF BROADCAST PROPER
TIES 

HON. MICKEY LELAND 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

• Mr. LELAND. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to submit 
for the RECORD an article by Allan 
Dodds Frank, of Forbes magazine, en
titled, "Affirmatively Activated Loop
hole?", which originally appeared in 
the July l, 1985, issue of Forbes. 

Minority ownership of telecommuni
cations properties is abysmally low. 
Minorities presently own less than 2 
percent of broadcast licenses and less 
than 1 percent of television licenses. 
The article demonstrates that creative 
mechanisms geared toward increasing 
minority ownership of broadcast prop
erties can work. The article also un
derscores the commitment of Capital 
Cities Communications, Inc., to in
crease minority ownership of broad
cast properties. 

I am pleased to present this article, 
and I urge my colleagues to read it. 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

CFrom Forbes, July 1, 19851 
AFFIRMATIVELY ACTIVATED LoOPHOLE? 

<By Allan Dodds Frank> 
Wanted: Minority group investors with 

broadcasting savvy. Contact T. Murphy, 
chm., Capital Cities/ ABC, NYC. 

Tom Murphy has not yet run that ad, but 
he likes the idea behind it. As head of the 
newly merged Capital Cities/ ABC broadcast 
empire, Murphy is splendidly positioned to 
take advantage of a loophole in the Federal 
Communications Commission regulations 
governing the ownership of television sta
tions. 

When the FCC in April raised the limit on 
TV and radio station ownership from 7 sta
tions to 12, it chose to prevent undue mo
nopoly power by capping the reach of a 
group's stations at 25 percent to the na
tion's television homes. But within the regu
lations lurks a bit of social engineering: A 
network can raise its national audience cap 
to 30 percent-in effect, add 4.25 million 
homes to its profit base-if two or more of 
its stations are 51 percent owned and con
trolled by minority group interests. 

With TV stations being among the most 
profitable of all network-owned media, the 
chance to own 49 percent of the cash flow 
from TV stations serving an additional 5 
percent of the country could be worth tens 
of millions of dollars annually. But most 
broadcasters figured the clause was of no 
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more than academic significance, since few 
blacks and other minorities have been 
trained as media managers or are independ
ently wealthy. 

The glib dismissal was hasty, to say the 
least. Think of Forbes Four Hundred 
member John H. Johnson of Chicago, owner 
of Ebony, Jet and Ebony Jr. magazines and 
three radio stations, and worth $150 million. 
Or Motown Records owner Berry Gordy Jr., 
also worth more than $100 million. 

In fact, Bill Cosby, the black entertainer 
whose prime-time sitcom, The Cosby Show, 
is the hottest show on rival NBC, has al
ready spied the opportunity. Cosby owns a 
majority of Cozzin Communications, which 
bought Channel 69 in Gainesville, Fla. nine 
months ago, and is talking with Cap Cities/ 
ABC about acquiring Detroit's WXYZ-TV, 
one of four stations Cap Cities/ ABC is plan
ning to divest to stay within the 25% cap. 

Murphy and Cap Cities President Daniel 
Burke have credibility with minorities. In 
1979 they helped a black group, Seaway 
Communications, become the first minority 
group to own a VHF station, Channel 12 in 
Rhinelander, Wis., and in 1982 to add a 
second, Channel 7 in Bangor, Me. 

While Murphy is welcoming all bidders on 
the properties, there is no denying that a 
group 51 %. owned by Cosby would be attrac
tive. For now, Murphy sounds coy. Says he 
to FORBES: "That's a terrific idea, and if I 
could do it in Detroit, I would." Murphy ex
plains that the FCC prohibition against 
"cross-media ownership" in the same 
market rules out Detroit. If Cap Cities/ ABC 
retained a 49% interest in WXYZ-TV, he 
says, it would have to sell off a Detroit AM
FM radio station as well as the Oakland 
Press in Pontiac, together worth $100 mil
lion. Says Murphy: "The capital gains we'd 
have to pay doesn't make it economically 
sensible." 

Okay, so what about a minority deal to 
get into a new market altogether? Sure, 
Murphy says enthusiastically. "Miami 
would be a wonderful market if you could 
do it. The other ones are Atlanta and 
Denver and Phoenix. They're the great 
growth markets." 

Right now, Murphy insists a 51 %/49% 
deal is not a top priority. But that may soon 
change. With the eight stations it plans to 
retain, Cap Cities/ ABC now hits 24.4% of 
the nation's households, and a minority 
group deal could boost market share to 30%, 
leaving CBS with 20.6%, and NBC with only 
19.8%, far behind. To close the gap, the 
other two networks will themselves have to 
go station shopping and will no doubt be 
tempted to pay hefty premiums for attrac
tive properties. 

CBS might pay handsomely for the 3.25% 
additional market penetration it could 
achieve by acquiring its own affiliate sta
tions in Houston, Tulsa and Sacramento, all 
currently owned by the broadcasting subsid
iary of A.H. Belo Corp. Likewise, NBC 
would doubtless pay a large premium for 
the 5.26% additional reach that could be 
gained by owning affiliates in Philadelphia 
and Boston. And those two deals would still 
leave the trailing networks slightly short of 
25%. 

Who knows, before long maybe NBC and 
CBS will also be looking for some black or 
Hispanic businessmen with big bucks.e 
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NEW NERVE-GAS WEAPONS 

THAT WE DON'T NEED 

HON. BERKLEY BEDELL 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Speaker, this 
week, we shall once again be faced 
with the decision whether to approve 
funding for the production of new 
binary chemical weapons. While the 
proponents of the "Bigeye bomb" tell 
us it is necessary to ensure American 
deterrence against Soviet use of chem
ical weapons against the United States 
and its allies, I remain unconvinced 
and prepared to support the Fascell
Porter amendment which will delete 
all funds for the procurement of 
binary chemical munitions. In this 
regard, I would urge my colleagues to 
read the following comments that ap
peared in both the Washington Post 
and the Wall Street Journal on · this 
subject. 

NEW NERVE-GAS WEAPONS THAT WE DON'T 
NEED 

<Dante B. Fascell and John E. Porter> 
Would you support a new Pentagon pro

gram that adds billions of dollars to the 
$200 billion deficit, that has never been field 
tested because it has failed 80 percent of its 
controlled laboratory tests, that has been 
rejected by our closest allies in NATO, that 
if put into effect would kill civilians in 
droves while leaving protected enemy sol
diers unharmed, and that makes chemical 
weapons proliferation and terrorist use 
more likely and arms control less so? 

Of course not. 
That's why a bipartisan majority in the 

House has decisively rejected over the past 
three years the Pentagon's request to 
produce new binary nerve gas weapons, a 
proposal supported on this page May 21 
["Chemical Weapons: The Real Issues," by 
Sens. John Glenn, Barry Goldwater, Sam 
Nunn and John Warner] We strongly sup
port, however, the administration's request 
for over $1 billion to improve chemical pro
tection for our troops and to continue chem
ical research efforts. 

The message from Congress has been 
clear: if the chemical threat from the Soviet 
Union is as dangerous and real as argued, 
then the priorities of our chemical program 
should be the protection of our troops, the 
maintenance of our current adequate retali
atory stockpile and the pursuit of a verifia
ble arms control ban on chemical weapons. 
As Rep. Les Aspin said: "We want more de
fense, not more production line." 

In its technical evaluations of the binary 
Bigeye bomb, the General Accounting 
Office found that binary weapons are not as 
safe, modem or reliable as claimed by the 
Department of Defense. For example, one 
binary component is at least as toxic as the 
chemical that leaked at Bhopal, India. 
Citing moisture, temperature, purity, fusing 
and structural deficiences, GAO concluded 
that "technical problems still plague the 
Bigeye bomb development." 

This conclusion was preceded by the infa
mous 1982 test in which the Bigeye bomb 
prematurely exploded and spewed deadly 
gas at an Army test facility. Just two weeks 
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ago, the GAO reported that the Bigeye has 
failed to meet test standards at least eight 
out of 10 times over the past year. 

In an effort to sell the binary program, 
Pentagon reports have argued that the 
binary stockpile would be substantially 
smaller than the current usable unitary 
chemical stockpile. That hardly seems a 
credible deterrent to the Soviet chemical 
threat. Furthermore, a Defense Department 
blue-ribbon panel has already concluded 
that the current stockpile is adequate and 
constitutes a credible retaliatory deterrent 
into the 1990s. It's hard to understand why 
the Pentagon would want to replace the cur
rent stockpile in Europe, where the greatest 
threat of chemical warfare exists, with one 
that is smaller and not acceptable to the Eu
ropeans. 

It is clear that in order to form a credible 
deterrent, the new weapons would have to 
be pre-positioned in Europe. Moving massive 
amounts of nerve gas munitions in the open
ing phases of a crisis, as the Pentagon 
argues, would only worsen the situation and 
convince the Soviets that we were preparing 
to strike first. 
If pressed, the issue of binary chemical 

weapons in Europe would become one of the 
hottest issues facing NATO, placing into 
jeopardy more important defense and for
eign policy objectives-joint research on 
SDI, theater nuclear deployments, and im
provements in conventional defenses. The 
supreme allied commander in Europe, Gen. 
Bernard Rogers, aptly described this reality 
in April: "The issue has become too tough 
to handle. I find it is put in the too-sensi
tive/too-tough-to-handle box and it just re
poses there." The secretary general of 
NATO, Lord Carrington, said as much at a 
recent congressional reception. Our Europe
an allies do not hesitate to wonder why we 
would hand Mikhail Gorbachev such a 
public relations opportunity in the middle 
of his peace offensive. 

Confronted with decisive bipartisan de
feats in the Congress, the Pentagon has 
tried to rescue the binary program by ap
pointing a commission. A majority of the 
commission were already pro-binary, and 
the panel did not include a single opponent 
despite our recommendation that Ed Be
thune, a former Republican colleague and 
recognized expert, be appointed. 

In addition, the commission's executive 
secretary, the Defense Department's assist
ant secretary on chemical matters and the 
Pentagon's chief lobbyist for the binary pro
gram are one and the same person. The 
commission's three-page testimony, hastily 
produced in just five weeks, predictably en
dorsed the Pentagon's binary request. The 
commission even hired a few public rela
tions consultants at $250 a day to spread the 
word. 

Except for adding even more to the feder
al deficit, nothing has changed on this issue 
since the House, by a bipartisan majority, 
overwhelmingly defeated the binary nerve 
gas program. Already 119 Democrats and 
Republicans are sponsoring legislation to 
delete this unwarranted program once 
again. For sound reasons of defense, foreign 
policy, arms control and budget, Congress 
should once again say no. 

(Dante B. Fascell is a Democratic repre
sentative from Florida and chairman of the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee. John E. 
Porter is a Republican representative from 
lllinois and a member of the House Appro
priations Committee.) 
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NEEDED: A SOLID DEFENSE AGAINST GAS 

<By Fortney H. <Pete> Stark) 
Joseph Douglass Jr.'s editorial-page piece 

May 23 on the Defense Department's pro
posal for a new binary chemical-warfare ar
tillery shell was an interesting blend of alar
mism and common sense. While I believe 
Mr. Douglass exaggerates the danger of 
Soviet biological weapons activity, he is ab
solutely right about one thing: American 
"addition of binary munitions to what is al
ready deployed in Europe is unlikely to have 
any significant effect on Soviet plans for 
war in Europe.'' 

The Soviets have the most extensive 
chemical-warfare capability in the world. 
Afghanistan makes clear that the Soviets 
will use their plentiful offensive chemical 
weapons if they believe it will be militarily 
advantageous. From this, the Pentagon con
cludes we should build new binary chemical 
weapons to deter Soviet use of gas. 

The Pentagon overlooks two important 
points. First, the U.S. currently maintains 
stockpiles of functional chemical munitions, 
both in Europe and the U.S., sufficient for 
30 days of all-out chemical warfare. The 
Army admits that the proposed binary pro
gram would leave us with fewer weapons 
than we have today. And our NATO allies 
will not accept the deployment of new 
chemical weapons in Europe. 

The second point is more telling. In fact, 
it is a scandal. Much of a nation's chemical
warfare capability is derived from the de
fensive capability of its troops. Chemical 
weapons make no sense if used against a 
well-protected opponent armed with his own 
chemical weapons. 

The U.S. falls on its face in defensive 
equipment and training. The Soviets have 
supplied their troops with both in abun
dance. Excerpts from a recent report by the 
General Accounting Office illustrate the de
ficiencies in U.S. defensive posture. 

The GAO reports the protective suit re
cently issued by the Army "does not lower 
heat stress levels, and does not provide 
flame resistance for aviators.'' The Army's 
gloves "have limited tactility and are highly 
flammable," while Army overboots "are 
flammable, non-durable, require 15 minutes 
to don, and cannot be laced up at night.'' 

Even harder to believe is OAO's finding 
that the Navy's protective suit "provides 6 
hours of protection, but not if wet.'' This, 
despite the fact that the Navy intends to de
contaminate its vessels with, you guessed it, 
water. 

U.S. defensive capability is criminally defi
cient in collective protection gear, decon
tamination equipment, and detection/warn
ing systems as well. We dangerously lag 
behind in protecting the crews of armored 
vehicles. No number of new chemical muni
tions will enhance our deterrent to Soviet 
use of gas if our defensive capability is not 
drastically improved. 

Someday, our existing chemical munitions 
will need replacement. But I will not sup
port any funds for new chemical weapons 
until the Pentagon gets serious about a de
fensive capability to deter Soviet use of gas 
on American soldiers. I expect my col
leagues in the House to do the same.e 
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MICHIGAN MEETING THE NEEDS 

OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 
STUDENTS 

HON. WIWAM D. FORD 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speak- , 
er, at a time when our society appears 
fixed on higher education as the only 
acceptable preparation for work of 
any significance, and particularly 
when parents and educators alike are 
pushing for higher academic standards 
and have greater expectations of chil
dren as students, we must continue to 
be watchful that we do not continue 
past trends to downgrade the intrinsic 
value of education that prepares 
young people for an immediate transi
tion into the world of work. Higher 
education and indeed life-long con
tinuing education is an important goal, 
but we cannot assum~ that the mere 
demand for more technical academic 
courses in math and science or preen
gineering is the best and only accepta
ble preparation for life. -To do so ig
nores a basic fact of life-the fact that 
high school students who do not 
intend to go on to college, and who 
purposely choose vocational education 
programs-have needs that must be 
met by parents and educators. The 
greatest need among these students is 
the one that says "don't treat me like 
a second-class citizen because I am 
taking vocational education classes." 

The State of Michigan is one that 
has not made the mistake of valuing 
only the college-bound students within 
the walls of their public school system. 
It has not ignored the differences in 
student interests and abilities. As a 
matter of fact, Michigan's Department 
of Vocational-Technical-Adult Educa
tion acknowledges that its high school 
students, college bound or not, st111 
can and do benefit greatly from a mix 
of academic and vocational courses, 
with enough elective options to match 
their interests and their learning 
styles. 

Michigan's educators, in partnership 
with business and industry, have seen 
to it that many of their schools, while 
helping students achieve intellectual, 
social, and personal goals, are also w111-
ing and able to help them achieve vo
cational education goals as well. 

Vocational education in Michigan 
helps develop individual students in 
five broad areas: First, personal skills 
and attitudes; second communication 
and computational skills; third, em
ployability skills; fourth, broad and 
specific occupational skills and knowl
edge; and fifth foundations for career 
planning and life-long learning. 

These purposes are part of the 
whole secondary school system in 
Michigan, and are shared with exter-
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nal programs, agencies, and extracur
ricular functions of the schoolwide 
system of education. 

My overriding concern for education 
at all levels is that it be of good qual
ity and that it take into account the 
vast differences among the needs of all 
individuals pursuing an education, so 
that the education students carry 
away with them is the education they 
wanted, the education they worked to 
obtain, and the education most rele
vant to their particular lifestyle and 
goals for their futures. It is a tall 
order, but even if we can't guarantee 
the final outcome, we can lay the 
foundations. 

Educators, lawmakers, parents, and 
students alike are aware that unac
ceptably high numbers of students are 
still dropping out of high school, and 
some are even leaving high school 
with a diploma when they still cannot 
read, write, or compute. When stu
dents do that, we lose them-and with 
them goes our ability and opportunity 
to help them. 

It is the critical educational task 
that we take into account the students 
who may march to a different drum
mer, and to find the catalyst that will 
reawaken their interest, and rekindle a 
commitment to academic instruction 
perhaps through vocational education. 

With our urgent need to find ways 
to reduce unemployment, especially 
among young people, we must have 
more successful vocational education 
programs at secondary and postsec
ondary education levels. Successful 
programs can, and do, make such 
youths more employable. Vocational 
education prepares youths for adult 
life immediately after high school, and 
for entry-level Jobs in the labor 
market. 

Despite our best intentions and ef
forts, the fact remains that some stu
dents lack marketable skills after 
graduation from high school. This 
may occur in part because of the pres
sure by parents and school counselors 
and teachers on students to pursue 
college degrees that are unrelated to 
their personal values and career goals. 
Many students refuse to even consider 
vocational education at the high 
school level, lest they be relegated to 
second-class-citizen status, in the eyes 
of parents, teachers, and peers. 

I would not argue against encourag
ing all students in high school to take 
more highly structured academic 
courses, nor would I argue against par
ents and educators having high expec
tations for students in a push for ex
cellence through school reforms. I 
would argue only for an increased em
phasis on a balanced approach to at
taining that excellence through voca
tional educational courses designed to 
complement academic requirements 
for high school students. 

That National Commission on Sec
ondary Vocational Education recently 
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published a report entitled: "The Un
finished Agenda." Reflected in that is 
the Commission's findings of a need 
for stronger bridges between vocation
al and academic instruction in order to 
maximize learning and career opportu
nities for all of America's youth. 

The National Commission found 
that recent studies and national re
ports on the condition of education in 
this country have not adequately dealt 
with the role of secondary vocational 
education in addressing the problems 
of quality in American education. We 
must assure that the role of vocational 
education is included so that second
ary school reforms achieve the neces
sary balance. 

Congress has not only continued to 
recognize the importance of vocational 
education through its recent reauthor
ization of the Carl Perkins Vocational 
Education Act, with an emphasis on 
training for youths and adults, but it 
has also provided incentives for more 
partnerships between schools and 
business and industry, particularly 
high-tech programs. 

Business and industry has given its 
vote of confidence to vocational educa
tion. In a recent survey, vocational 
education graduates are rated as 
"good" to "very good" among 37 per
cent of those surveyed. In a survey of 
manufacturers, 85 percent pref er voca
tional education graduates. Of employ
ers surveyed, 65 percent pref er voca
tional education programs to retrain 
workers. 

This vote of confidence in vocational 
education by business, industry, manu
facturers, and other employers is true 
nationally, and I am pleased to state 
that it is also true in the State of 
Michigan. 

For example, the William D. Ford 
Vocational-Technical Center in Michi
gan has received grants from various 
employers to train and retrain employ
ees for local business and industry. 
One of its programs for youths and 
adults gives intensive training to dis
placed autoworkers in "industrial digi
tal electronics. These laid-off auto 
workers also receive counseling, aca
demic upgrading where needed, and 
placement assistance upon completion 
of retraining. 

This same Vocational-Technical 
Center provides other kinds of train
ing for handicapped students and 
drop-out prone youths who experience 
greater difficulty succeeding in regular 
academic and vocational education 
programs. 

The Michigan Department of Voca
tional-Technical-Adult Education con
ducts surveys and gathers data 6 
months after every vocational educa
tion class graduates from its schools. A 
recent such survey showed that: 

Vocational education graduates in 
Michigan earn $2,000 more annually 
than general education graduates; 
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Eighty-nine percent of adult voca

tional education completers in Michi
gan enter the labor force; 

Vocational education in Michigan 
schools gives students the skills and 
self-confidence to find satisfying Jobs; 
and 71.3 percent of Michigan's voca
tional education graduates obtain a 
Job related to their training, or go on 
to enter community college for further 
vocational education. 

Under the old Vocational Education 
Act, it was mandatory for States to in
clude representatives of business, in
dustry, and labor on their vocational 
education advisory committees, but 
this mandate was not retained in the 
new Carl Perkins Vocational Educa
tion Act. The State of Michigan, 
noting their past successes, has contin
ued this representation, and now has 
more than 2,000 vocational education 
advisory committees comprised of 
local business, industry and labor rep
resentatives. Continuing this practice 
not only assures better placement op
portunities for graduates of their voca
tional education programs, it is an im
portant linkage, that should be re
tained by all States for purposes of 
providing successful vocational educa
tion opportunities. 

There is an increasing demand in 
Michigan for quick start, or custom
ized, training programs for new, as 
well as for developing, businesses that 
have a need for a skilled work force 
for new jobs and for employers who 
are about to retool or replace obsolete 
equipment for existing jobs. They 
want their current employees to be re
trained, rather than firing them and 
hiring already-trained workers. 
Through the Michigan Department of 
Vocational-Technical-Adult Educa
tion's Economic Development pro
grams, these customized training pro
grams are so frequently requested that 
the department is expert in designing 
them. It needs only a 10-day turna
round time between receiving the re
quest and getting an approved pro
gram ready to begin classes. Through 
customized training/retraining pro
grams, more than 6,000 adults and 
youths, working for 150 different com
panies, have received training for new 
or existing Jobs using new technol
ogies. The importance of vocational 
training schools to be able to offer 
"customized" training quickly and ef
fectively is that 95 percent of com
pleters have jobs waiting for them. 

Eighty-two percent of Michigan citi
zens surveyed believe that high school 
students should be trained in vocation
al education, and this support is re
flected in the current statewide enroll
ment of 330,405 students taking voca
tional education courses in high 
school. 

Michigan, I am pleased to note, is 
working well against the backdrop of a 
rapidly changing economy and educa-



June 18, 1985 
tion reforms, to assure that these re
forms include a balanced perspective 
with regard to vocational education. 
This is crucial in our State, where 75 
percent of all jobs require vocational 
and technical training.e 

A CONGRESSIONAL TRIBUTE TO 
THREE FINE TEACHERS-
ALTHEA CLARK, CHARLES 
DONNELLY, AND STANLEY 
SORENSEN 

HON.GLENNM.ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to pay tribute and off er a special 
thanks to three teachers who will be 
retiring after many years of service at 
the Richard Henry Dana Junior High 
School in San Pedro, CA. These three 
teachers have contributed a great deal 
to the residents of my district and 
their presence at Richard Henry Dana 
Junior High School will be sorely 
missed. The teachers to whom I ref er 
are Althea Clark, Charles Donnelly, 
and Stanley Sorensen. 

ALTHEA CLARK 

Born in Panama, Althea Clark 
moved to the San Pedro area as a 
small child. She attended the 15th 
Street Elementary School, Richard 
Henry Dana Junior High School, and 
San Pedro High School. She then 
went on to study at UCLA and Golden 
State University. During her 33 years 
at Dana Junior High School, Ms. 
Clark taught art, civics, and leader
ship. Her future plans include working 
in communications and continuing to 
teach at the adult school level. My 
wife, Lee, joins me in wishing Althea 
Clark and her children, David and 
Karen, continued success and all the 
best in the years ahead. 

CHARLES DONNELLY 

Charles Donnelly was born in Cali
fornia and spent his early years as a 
child actor in the Our Gang comedies. 
He taught mathematics at Dana 
Junior High School for 15 years. His 
future plans include a move to San 
Diego and work involving the con
struction industry. My wife, Lee, joins 
me in wishing Charles Donnelly and 
his family continued success and all 
the best in the years ahead. 

STANLEY SORENSEN 

Born in Minnesota, Stanley Soren
sen attended Kansas State University 
and the University of Minnesota. He 
taught in Rapid City, SD for 12 years 
before moving west to San Pedro. Mr. 
Sorensen taught math and metal shop 
for 25 years at Dana Junior High 
School. His future plans include build
ing a home in Oceanside, CA, charity 
work, and travel. My wife, Lee, joins 
me in wishing Stanley Sorensen, his 
wife Joan, and their children, Randy 
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and Kristi, continued success and all 
the best in the years ahead. 

These three teachers have improved 
the quality of life and the quality of 
learning in San Pedro. It is with great 
appreciation for their contribution to 
our community over these many years 
that I rise to pay tribute to them. 
While these three teachers will be re
tiring, the contributions they have 
made by providing a quality education 
for the youth of my district will be 
with us for many years to come.e 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLA-
TION PROMOTING SHARE-
HOLDER DEMOCRACY 

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to introduce legislation promoting 
shareholder democracy and respond
ing to bipartisan concern about the 
continued viability of our system of 
corporate governance and shareholder 
democracy. 

As takeovers have increased in quan
tity and competitiveness, corporate 
raiders have developed creative bid
ding strategies (front-end loaded, two 
tier and boot strap) and corporate 
managements have developed equally 
aggressive defenses, including the use 
of separate classes of common stock 
with unequal voting rights. 

Since 1926, the New York Stock Ex
change has prohibited the listing of 
nonvoting or diminished voting 
common stock. In a January 3, 1985, 
press release, the NYSE announced 
that its Subcommittee on Shareholder 
Participation and Qualitative Listing 
Standards had issued a report to the 
Public Policy Committee of the NYSE 
Board of Directors, urging the Ex
change "not to abandon its tradition 
of upholding shareholder participa
tion in the affairs of corporations," 
but nonetheless recommending that 
listed corporations be permitted to 
create two classes of common with dis
proportionate voting rights-subject to 
the approval of shareholders holding 
two-thirds of the outstanding-wheth
er or not affiliated with management. 

With the growth and acceptance of 
NASDAQ as a national trading market 
competitive with the Big Board, New 
York Stock Exchange-listed compa
nies, seeking the protection of two
class common or to further transac
tions like the recent GM/Hughes deal, 
are willing to delist if necessary to 
escape New York's commitment to 
shareholder democracy. NASDAQ has 
no such listing requirements nor do 
most State corporate laws bar the issu
ance of nonvoting stock. 

If two class common is permitted, 
and becomes widely used, one of the 
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market mechanisms for accountability 
will be removed and the exchanges 
may find themselves engaged in a 
"race for the bottom" as marketplaces 
compete for listings and trading 
volume. This point did not elude the 
New York Stock Exchange's Subcom
mittee on Shareholder Participation 
and Qualitative Listing Standards. 
After suggesting that the SEC may 
have authority to establish minimum 
standards for shareholder participa
tion, the subcommittee observed: 

Cllf it appears that differentials in such 
standards result in a significant movement 
of issuers from markets with rules directed 
to shareholder participation in corporate af
fairs to those with lesser or no such rules, 
then sound public policy may compel the 
Commission to intervene to protect the in
tegrity of markets and the investors and 
shareholders of all publicly held companies. 

John C. Whitehead, the recently re
tired leader of Goldman, Sachs & Co., 
had this to say in a speech on Febru
ary 2, 1985: 

If the New York Stock Exchange lowers 
its standards, I fear what has been called 
"the race to bottom" will quickly occur, that 
all companies will move to whatever is the 
lowest common denominator that the Ex
change will permit . . . that corporate de
mocracy, a as we have known it, will disp
pear. 

Arthur Levitt, in May 22 testimony 
before a House subcommittee, detailed 
a number of negative effects-other 
than shareholder disenfranchise
ment-that will result from nonaction 
by the SEC and adoption of the NYSE 
proposed rule change. I believe that 
his concerns have merit and ought to 
be considered in any public policy dis
cussion of this issue: 

First, if the vote is taken away or 
watered down, public investors will in 
time feel that the cards are stacked 
against them by some inside group 
that controls the votes. Before long, 
they will no longer want to invest in 
stock. 

Second, much of our Nation's wealth 
and resources will end up in the hands 
of self-perpetuating private bureaucra
cies. If we allow management to use 
this ultimate anti-takeover device, our 
entrepreneurially driven competitive 
system of product and service delivery 
would be weakened. 

Third, outside shareholders will 
suffer immediate and large wealth 
losses. Recent instances of creating 
two classes of common stock with dis
proportionate voting rights have dem
onstrated that this is the case. 

Fourth, severing voting power from 
equity ownership, the two principal in
dicia of ownership, will totally distort 
the concept of a common equity secu
rity. 

Fifth, public shareholders will not 
receive the benefits of a takeover 
battle. Rather, they would stand on 
the sidelines while the voting stock, in 
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the hands of management or a control 
group, will receive any premium. 

Sixth, proxy battles will be effective
ly eliminated and the proxy rules of 
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 
which are designed to protect and 
foster shareholder democracy and cor
porate governance, would be rendered 
void. 

I commend the exchanges and the 
NASO for scheduling a meeting for 
last Friday, June 14, in order to ex
plore the basis of a common initiative 
by the self-regulatory organizations 
<SRO's) on shareholder voting rights. 
However, as indicated in testimony 
yesterday before the Oversight and In
vestigations Subcommittee of the 
Energy and Commerce Committee, 
this meeting did not significantly im
prove the prospects of a voluntary 
SRO agreement that preserves share
holder democracy. 

In the absence of an appropriate so
lution by the SRO's, and because the 
SEC remains unwilling or unable to 
use its authority under section 19<c> of 
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 to 
resolve this problem, the Congress 
must address this issue directly. Ac
cordingly, today Senator D' AMATO and 
I are introducing companion bills to 
effect a uniform policy among the 
principal trading markets concerning 
voting rights. I thank the Senator for 
his commitment to this important 
issue and look forward to working with 
my colleagues in the Senate on a solu
tion that will best serve the interests 
of shareholders and of corporations 
whose securities are or will be traded 
on the Nation's securities markets. 

The bill prohibits trading on securi
ties exchanges and in the over-the
counter market of nonvoting shares 
and shares carrying disproportionate 
voting rights. Section 1 of this legisla
tion adds a new subsection <n> to sec
tion 12 of the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934, relating to listing on national 
securities exchanges. Paragraph 1 of 
subsection <n> provides that nonvoting 
securities and securities which carry 
disproportionate voting rights may not 
be registered on a national securities 
exchange. 

Paragraph <n><2> grandfathers cer
tain stocks by providing that stocks 
carrying disproportionate voting 
rights may continue to be registered 
on a national exchange if they were 
listed on that exchange prior to June 
18, 1985, remain listed on that ex
change, and, within 2 years, meet the 
listing standards with respect to dis
proportionate voting rights in effect 
on June 18, 1985, of the national secu
rities exchange which had the second 
highest trading volume in 1984. 

Section 2 adds a new subsection to 
section 15A of the Exchange Act, re
lating to all securities traded on the 
over-the-counter market. 

Paragraph (1)(1 > provides that non
voting securities or securities which 
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carry disproportionate voting rights 
may not be quoted on an over-the
counter automatic quotation system 
operated by a registered national secu
rities association. 

Paragraph (i)(2) provides a grandfa
ther for those securities carrying dis
proportionate voting rights which, 
prior to June 18, 1985, were quoted on 
an automatic quotation system and 
which, within 2 years, meet the listing 
standards with respect to dispropor
tionate voting rights in effect on June 
18, 1985, of the national securities ex
change which had the second highest 
trading volume in 1984.e 

SOUTH AFRICA: THE ISSUE IS 
JUSTICE, NOT JOBS 

HON. MEL LEVINE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. 
Speaker, this past Saturday, June 15, 
the Washington Post published a fine 
piece written by our distinguished col
league from Michigan, Mr. WOLPE, 
chairman of the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee on Africa. Under the title 
"South Africa: The Issue is Justice, 
Not Jobs," Mr. WOLPE writes eloquent
ly about why the United States voted, 
"by a better than two-thirds biparti
san majority," to pass the Anti-Apart
heid Act of 1985. Writing in response 
to a previous, objectionable Post edito
rial on this very subject, Mr. WOLPE 
writes: 

It is simply wrong to focus more American 
concern on the 70,000 jobs American firms 
provide black South Africans than on the 26 
million South African majority, which not 
only lacks economic opportunities but is de
humanized daily by a minority government. 
The struggle in South Africa is not primari
ly about jobs but more fundamentally about 
justice, dignity and political freedom. 

Our colleague has it exactly right. I 
commend his article to your attention. 

SOUTH AFRICA: THE ISSUE IS JUSTICE, NOT 
JOBS 

The offensive paternalism of The Post's 
editorial "The South African Sanctions" 
(June 51 was only outdone by its historical 
case against sanctions-"that the country's 
economy is its most effective engine of 
social transformation." 

This old argument, that somehow eco
nomic and social change lead inexorably to 
political liberalization and to democratiza
tion is more than Just an unproven assump
tion; it is blatantly false. We only have to 
look to the experience of Nazi Germany, 
Stalinist Russia, Fascist Italy, Communist 
Poland-indeed, to the experience of South 
Africa itself-to see the fallacy of such a 
thesis. In all of these instances there has 
been progressive industrialization, economic 
and social change-and greater repression. 

In making this old argument The Post is, 
surprisingly, making the same mistakes as 
those who have a limited knowledge of 
South Africa's history or current reality: to 
project onto the South African situation 
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America's own experience with racism and 
an evolutionary civil rights movement. 
South Africa is simply not the United 
States. It is a totalitarian police state that 
constitutionally denies the most basic of po
litical freedoms to its citizenry. And its ma
jority-minority relationships are reversed: 
whites are a minority in South Africa, des
perate to hold onto their privileged position 
and power. Unless we understand that this 
reversal of the majority-minority relation
ship inevitably creates a different political 
dynamic, we are going to continue a foreign 
policy that can only be counterproductive. 

The sanctions in Anti-Apartheid Act of 
1985, adopted by a better than two-thirds bi
partisan majority in the House, are specifi
cally intended to increase external pressure 
on the regime to dismantle apartheid before 
it is too late. The legislation is also aimed at 
placing America unequivocally on the side 
of the victims of apartheid and at beginning 
the overdue process of disassociating our
selves from the viciously oppressive South 
African regime. This legislation is not, as 
The Post cynically suggests, intended as a 
partisan rebuke of the Reagan administra
tion. 

The editorial suggested that those who 
are advocating sanctions are really insensi
tive to the prospective suffering that might 
be created for South Africa's black popula
tion. Nothing could be further from the 
truth. The tragic reality is that it is the ad
ministration's policy of "constructive en
gagement" that is in fact producing more 
suffering, more violence and more repres
sion. That is very simply because the mes
sage that "constructive engagement" has 
conveyed to the South African regime is 
that it now has a much freer hand to do 
what it will-not only internally, but 
throughout the region. Because of the cur
rent policy, the South African government 
knows in advance that no matter how much 
repression there is, and no matter how 
much aggression it unleashes against the 
neighboring states in the region, there will 
be no cost imposed in terms of the Ameri
can-South African relationship. 

It is simply wrong to focus more American 
concern on the 70,000 jobs American firms 
provide black South Africans than on the 26 
million South African majority, which not 
only lacks economic opportunities but is de
humanized daily by a minority government. 
The struggle in South Africa is not primari
ly about Jobs but more fundamentally about 
justice, dignity and political freedom. 

In the final analysis, apartheid will be dis
mantled as the result of South Africa's in
ternal political struggle. But the United 
States and the international community can 
play a significant role in accelerating the 
process of change and, thereby, in reducing 
the duration of the struggle and the dimen
sions of the associated violence and blood
shed.• 

GOLDEN ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
SOCIETY OF REAL ESTATE AP
PRAISERS 

HON. CARDISS COWNS 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mrs. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, it 
gives me great pleasure to rise today 
and commend the Society of Real 
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Estate Appraisers on their golden an
niversary. The society, which is head
quartered in my congressional district 
is dedicated to the highest level of pro
fessional standards and conduct for its 
profession. 

When the society was formed in 
1935 it only had 200 members. It has 
since grown into the largest independ
ent association of professional real 
estate appraisers in North America. 
The organization is now 16,000 mem
bers strong with 189 chapters in the 
United States, the Caribbean, and 
Canada. 

The Society of Real Estate Apprais
ers is dedicated to the pursuit of excel
lence and committed to meeting new 
challenges in the real estate market
place. It also continues to search for 
improved methods, advanced tech
niques with which to improve per
formance and client satisfaction. 

In recognition of the society's golden 
anniversary, I have introduced a reso
lution commending them on this spe
cial occasion. A copy of the resolution 
follows: 

H. RES. 202 
Resolution to commend the Society of Real 

Estate Appraisers on the occasion of its 
golden anniversary 
Whereas the Society of Real Estate Ap

praisers was founded in 1935, during the 
Great Depression, in an effort to bring sta
bility to the troubled residential real estate 
market in the United States; 

Whereas, since the founding of the Socie
ty, members have been pledged to the high
est standards of appraisal performance; 

Whereas Society members have dedicated 
themselves to acquiring the knowledge and 
skills necessary to adapt to changing mar
kets and technologies; 

Whereas the Society is the largest inde
pendent professional organization of real 
estate appraisers and analysts in the United 
States; and 

Whereas in 1985 there occurs the 50th an
niverary of the founding of the Society: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa
tives hereby commends the Society of Real 
Estate Appraisers on the occasion of its 
golden anniversary.e 

SANCTUARY INVESTIGATION 
CONTROVERSY 

HON. MORRIS K. UDALL 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I am 
deeply disturbed by the tactics that 
Immigration agents used in seeking in
dictments against a group of church 
people who allegedly provided asylum 
to Salvadoran refugees. The following 
article by Nat Hentoff examines their 
investigation, known as Operation So
journer, in light of the first amend
ment questions that have been raised. 

Recently, 16 sanctuary workers were 
charged with bringing illegal aliens 
into the United States. In the investi-
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gation, FBI agents disguised them
selves as church members in order to 
gather enough evidence to bring 
charges. Not only were the churches 
invaded without a warrant, the agents 
also saw it necessary to use tapes of 
Bible studies and personal conversa
tions as the key evidence in their case. 
Using the fourth amendment as a jus
tification, the Government agents saw 
probable cause to violate the sanctity 
of the church. But what is legal and 
permissible under the fourth amend
ment may violate the first amend
ment-our right of the free exercise of 
religion, our right to peacefully assem
ble, and our freedom of speech. Seri
ous first amendment questions must 
be raised when people are afraid to as
semble, when they are scared to speak, 
and when their religious services are 
threatened by warrantless searches. 

As James Oines, pastor of the 
Alzona Lutheran Church, said, "the 
deepest aspect of their faith and trust 
was violated" -all because these 
church members felt the responsibility 
to provide safety to refugees who face 
a war in their Salvadoran homeland. I 
urge my colleagues to read Nat Hen
toff's commentary on this important 
legal controversy. 
[From the Washington Post, June 14, 19851 
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before a neutral magistrate-a judge who 
hears the government's probable cause for 
planting the informants and then decides 
whether the government has shown compel
ling, specific reason to compromise the holy 
place? 

As it is now, no undercover agent, whether 
he slips into a church or a congressman's 
office, need a warrant. Responsible for this 
largest hole in the ever more tattered fabric 
of the Fourth Amendment is the Supreme 
Court, which has never understood that a 
covert informant is far more instrusive than 
a wiretap or bug. 

The constitutional significance of the 
sanctuary workers' case is that it may final
ly produce some warrant requirement for 
undercover operatives, at least in a church 
setting. At issue and at risk are First 
Amendment protections for free exercise of 
religion and, within that context, for free
dom of speech and association. The inform
ants, it should be kept in mind, did not tape 
only meetings in which those "conspiring" 
to smuggle aliens were present. They picked 
up the conversations of a lot of other 
church members. Yet, only the government 
handlers of the government informants de
cided what was to be taped and when. No 
detached magistrate was supervising Oper
ation Sojourner. 

The defense maintains that the warrant 
clause of the Fourth Amendment must be 
invoked whenever the government intends 
to use undercover informants in ways that 

UNDERCOVER AGENTS Go TO CHURCH may threaten significant First Amendment 
Although the use of undercover agents values. Like sending them into a church to 

has become as American as light beer, until pick up anything they can. 
now no government agency has admitted to During the pretrial hearings in Phoenix, 
planting them in a church. In trying to Pastor Eugene Lefebvre of the Sunrise Pres
make a case against sanctuary workers in byterian Church testified that a woman 
Arizona, however, the U.S. government con-
ducted a 10-month undercover investiga- who took part in a church discussion that 
tion, Operation Sojourner, which led to the was later found to have been surreptitiously 
indictment of 16 people oater reduced to taped is now afraid that the FBI has opened 
12>. The charges include bringing undocu- a file on her and that she could be targeted 
mented aliens illegally into the United when she applies for a teaching position. 
States and then concealing them. And James Oines, pastor of Alzona Lu-

The government's case is based on about theran Church, said from the stand that he 
100 covert tape recordings, many of them no longer holds Bible study classes because 
made in church, by two paid government in- some members of his congregation are 
formants, who had disguised themselves as afraid to come to the church. They no 
ardently religious supporters of the refu- longer have faith that the person sitting 
gees. Among the tapes are Bible study class- next to them is revealing his true heart. 
es and prayer services. 

During recent pretrial hearings in Phoe- Oines added: "The deepest aspect of their 
faith and trust was violated. It turned out 

nix, U.S. District Judge Earl Carroll has not that we were as gentle as doves but not so 
appeared particularly impressed with de-
fense arguments based on the state of wise as serpents." 
human rights in Central America or the Among the defendants are a Protestant 
notion that international law can transcend minister, Roman Catholic priests and nuns, 
American immigration rules. Judge Carroll a social worker, a college student and a 
has, however, been disturbed by testimony Quaker rancher. The lawyer for one of 
about the government's creation of a new them, James Brosnahan, told the National 
frontier for undercover agents. Sending Catholic Reporter that "the government 
"people paid to do it and wired to do it into has not made a practice of invading church 
places of religious activity,'' the judge said, buildings to apprehend people. I would like 
means "the whole process has been sullied to think of it as an aberration that will 
in a sense." never happen again." 

An argument is being made by lawyers for 
the American Civil Liberties Union and the It all depends on what ~he courts say. 
Center for Constitutional Rights, among 'J'.his, after all, is an administration con
other attorneys involved in the case, that all . VIDced that God, being on its side, would not 
the "sullied" evidence obtained by the false consider an undercover agent to be trespass
congregants should be thrown out. ing in one of His churches under these cir-

The question, they say, is not whether the cumstances.e 
government can never send an informant 
into a church. Crimes can be flaunted in 
holy places, as is richly evident in the histo-
ries of England and Russia. But in this 
country, can covert agents constitutionally 
be sent into a church without first going 
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MRS. MARTHA ODELL SANDS 

HON. JIM COURTER 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, for 
over 39 years, Martha Odell Sands has 
dedicated herself to the education of 
young people, primarily in the Newark 
school system. On June 20, 1985, she 
will be honored at a retirement dinner 
after having served as a guidance 
counselor for the past 24 years. 

As an educator, Martha Odell Sands 
has been an asset and an inspiration, 
not only to young people, but also to 
her colleagues. Her strong, positive ap
proach to counseling has provided the 
youths of Newark with an excellent 
role model in addition to a committed 
educator concerned with their total 
development. 

A native daughter of North Jersey, 
Martha Odell Sands attended school 
in Belleville, NJ; Dunbar High School 
in Washington, DC; and Barringer 
high School in Newark, NJ. 

She started her undergraduate work 
at St. Paul's College in Lawrenceville, 
VA. After 2 years she transferred to 
North Carolina College, now known as 
North Carolina Central University, in 
Durham, NC. She received her B.S. in 
home economics from this institution. 
After being invited back to St. Paul's 
College to teach, Martha remained for 
8 years. 

With special approval, Martha com
pleted the requirements for her M.A. 
degree at New York University in only 
two summers. She has done additional 
work at New York University; Seton 
Hall University, NJ; and Rutgers Uni
versity in New Brunswick, NJ. She 
holds certificates in student personnel 
services and director of guidance. 

Martha Odell Sands has worked dili
gently to ensure quality education and 
counseling through her fine efforts, 
high standards, and exceptional dedi
cation to young people. We owe this 
fine educator a great deal. We shall 
miss her, and, in particular, we shall 
miss her wisdom and her sound judge
ment. On the occasion of her retire
ment, we applaud her commitment 
and wish her joy and good health.e 

A CONGRESSIONAL SALUTE TO 
ROB~RT DAVID GARCIA 

HON.GLENNM.ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to take this opportunity to pay 
tribute to another one of San Pedro's 
exemplary citizens who has done so 
much to make the San Pedro Bay area 
such a fine place to live and work. I 
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refer to Mr. Robert David Garcia, who 
will be vacating his position as presi
dent of the San Pedro Peninsula 
Chamber of CommerC,e on the 28th of 
this month. 

Bob's track record as president is a 
formidable one, which includes: Kick
ing off the San Pedro Marketing Pro
gram,_ bringing the chamber over the 
500-member mark, initiating Anna 
Fisher Day to honor San Pedro's first 
lady astronaut, and the San Pedro 
CARE Program for downtown revital
ization. He sponsored decorations and 
a tourist center during the Olympics, 
lobbied effectively for the Harbor 
Freeway busway, and developed a 
closer working relationship with the 
Port of Los Angeles. He had served 
two terms on the chamber board of di
rectors prior to his tenure as presi
dent. 

Bob is pure southern Californian, 
having grown up in San Pedro where 
he attended high school. He has 
worked with the Bank of San Pedro 
since its founding in 1975, where he 
started as a consumer lending officer 
and has risen steadily through its 
ranks to the position of regional vice 
president which he holds today. Prior 
to this, Bob worked for 3 years as a 
loan officer with Crocker Bank and 
for 3112 years for Beneficial Finance as 
manager of the Redondo Beach office. 

In addition to his contributions to 
the community through the chamber, 
Bob is chairman of the Los Angeles 
Harbor Improvement Corp., as well as 
a member of the San Pedro Lions, and 
the Conches clubs. He is a former 
member of the Los Angeles Board of 
Zoning Appeals, has held the presiden
cies of the San Pedro Jaycees and the 
Downtown Merchants, and has 
chaired the Christmas parade and the 
chamber membership drive. 

Mr. Speaker, Robert Garcia has con
tributed immeasurably to the quality 
of life in the harbor area, and while 
the San Pedro Peninsula Chamber of 
Commerce will certainly miss his lead
ership, I have no doubt his selfless 
good citizenship will continue to grace 
our community. My wife, Lee, joins me 
in thanking Bob Garcia for all the 
good things he has done for our com
munity, and we wish him, his wife, 
Paulette, and their children Lynn and 
Robin, all the best in their future en
deavors.• 

PRESIDENTIAL RESTRAINT 

HON. WILLIAM (BILL) CLAY 
OF MISSOtJRI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
•Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, since ter
rorists commandeered an American 
passenger plane last Friday, millions 
of people throughout the world have 
observed the unfolding horror. Until 
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last week, American victims of interna
tional terrorists almost always held 
some official capacity with the U.S. 
Government. The story of contempo
rary terrorism reached an ominous 
new high when radical Shiite Muslims 
took more than 100 American tourists 
hostage; torturing their captives and 
murdering at least one American sol
dier. 

Certainly our President intends to 
do everything within his power to pro
tect Americans still held hostage by 
the Shiite Muslims in Beruit; and 
indeed to protect all America from the 
threat of terrorism. But terrorism has 
reached new heights. The administra
tion's history of dealing with interna
tional terrorism has not stemmed the 
crisis. If anything, American counter
terrorist efforts may have acerbated 
anti-American terrorist activity. Ter
rorism is a contemporary incident of 
war that challenges our Nation's diplo
matic skill and foreign policy and ulti
mately undermines world peace. It is 
time for all American leaders to off er 
a more effective response to terrorism; 
the terrorist problem warrants imme
diate attention and more creative solu
tions. I commend the following article, 
"Presidential Restraint," to my col
leagues as we contemplate the fate of 
the American hostages and the future 
safety of all our citizens. 
CFrom the Washington Post, June 18, 19851 

PRESIDENTIAL RESTRAINT 

<By Mary McGrory) 
President Reagan, !n the hostage crisis, is 

trying to show concern but not of the con
suming kind. He seems to have before him 
the memory of President Jimmy Carter, 
who wrapped himself around the hostage 
crisis in Iran-and went down with it. 

Over the weekend, the television networks 
went all out with anchormen recounting the 
hourly horrors aboard TWA Flight 847. The 
president, who has a deep aversion to nega
tive situations, went off to Camp David, fi
nally returning at midmorning Sunday. 

From the first minute of what was to · be a 
444-day captivity for American hostages in 
Iran, Carter sought by every means to 
convey to the country his obsession with 
their fate. As the weeks turned into months, 
he forswore to leave the White House, doing 
penance, it seemed, for the great shadow 
that had fallen on the country. 

Candidate Reagan berated Carter for his 
"vacillation and weakness" and inveighed 
against the "rabble" in Tehran. But his 
campaign staff feared what they called "an 
October surprise," by which they meant the 
release of the 52 Americans, and Reagan 
backed away from his angry rhetoric. Once 
October had safely passed, he returned to 
his theme that the hostages' continued cap
tivity was "a humiliation and a disgrace to 
this country." 

When the hostages were released-Ayatol
lah Ruhollah Khomeini meanly held them 
until Reagan had been sworn in, with a 
drained and ashen Carter by his side
Reagan received them at the White House 
and assured them that a new day was dawn
ing for the likes of their tormentors. 

"Let terrorists be aware," he said, "that, 
when the rules of international behavior are 
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violated, our policy will be one of swift and 
effective retaliation." 

But now that he is undergoing the "hu
miliation and disgrace" of Americans being 
held captive, abused, beaten and, in one in
stance, killed, he is markedly less militant. 

The White House watchword is business 
as usual. The public is not to be unduly re
minded of facts that, in Carter's time, 
proved intolerable to the country's image of 
itself as standing tall. 

The president is ostentatiously keeping 
his schedule, to show, as spokesman Larry 
Speakes said, that he can cope with the 
crisis and also deal with regular business. 

Speakes showed a president talking to sen
ators about a textile bill and meeting with 
legislators about chemical warfare. He also 
made a ceremony of receiving members of a 
bipartisan commission that is to investigate 
possibilities of "improving internal methods 
and procedures in the making of defense de
cisions." 

Speakes frowned at a question about 
progress in the hostage situation, saying 
stiffly that he wanted to exhaust questions 
about the new commission before plunging 
into a downbeat topic. 

He suggested that Reagan, up against the 
realities that faced Carter, may have moder
ated his views about how to deal with ter
rorists. Asked how Reagan could justify in
action, Speakes replied that it was not clear 
that this was "state-sponsored terrorism"
although Reagan had not made that distinc
tion. 

The hijackers were from some "shadowy" 
group, Speakes said, even though a Shiite 
Muslim leader named Nabih Berri, who has 
stepped forward to take responsibility for 
the situation at the Beirut airport, is justice 
minister in the Lebanese Cabinet. 

"He hasn't changed," Speakes said of 
Reagan. "The world is changing." 

What he means is that Reagan, who 
brought America back to its position of 
pride and prestige in the world, is in the 
hands of a Middle Eastern politician who 
passed for a "moderate" in those demented 
circles and that the world now looks differ
ent to him. 

Retaliation, revenge and retribution are 
blood-stirring words. But they do not help 
when a powerful leader is impotent and 
faced with the necessity of saving American 
lives while not losing face for abandoning a 
stated principle of never negotiating. 

But countermeasures can be more pedes
trian and effective than the CIA's recently 
revealed undertaking: formation of a coun
terterrorist team that went off on its own 
and car-bombed innocent people. Today's 
atrocities are being justified by the Flight 
847 gunmen because of that misbegotten 
lurch toward retaliation. 

A return of sky marshals to international 
flights would do much more and at less ex
pense. And banning Greek flights to the 
United States until security at Athens air
port, where Flight 847 began its nightmare 
zig-zag through the unfriendly skies, is 
brought up to standard would stop smug
gling of arms and grenades onto planes and 
might preclude the kind of vigil the country 
is keeping now.e 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
SDI MUST BE FULLY FUNDED 

HON. JACK F. KEMP 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

• Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, the Wash
ington Times carried an account of 
Defense Undersecretary Fred Iltle's 
recent comments before the Republi
can Study Committee, and I recom
mend that my colleagues pay careful 
attention to it. 

The article also points out that last 
week two breakthroughs in laser tech
nology occurred. Technology in all the 
phases of the strategic defense initia
tive is advancing rapidly. This is surely 
not the time for Congress to drastical
ly cut back on research funds for this 
vital project which holds the promise 
of creating enforceable arms control 
for the first time since the dawn of the 
nuclear age 40 years ago. Cutting 
these critical funds, as the Armed 
Services Committee has proposed, 
amounts to extending the unstable nu
clear weapons race for years into the 
future. 

CFrom the Washington Times, June 10, 
1985] 

NUCLEAR STABILITY "WASHED AWAY" 

<By Walter Andrews) 
The world stability that nuclear missiles 

provided through the threat of mutual re
taliation is gone, and its passing has washed 
away the rationale for arms-control agree
ments with the Soviet Union, according to a 
senior defense official. 

The "relentless modernizing" of nuclear 
forces and the nuclear competition between 
the Soviet Union and the United States 
have not achieved the hoped-for stability, 
said Fred Ikle, undersecretary of defense for 
policy. 

"We now find that the intellectual foun
dation of the C1972 anti-ballistic missile] 
ABM treaty and of SALT [arms-control 
agreements] has been washed away by the 
actual event," Mr. Ikle said in perhaps the 
strongest condemnation of arms control yet 
by an administration official. 

He made his comments last week before 
the House Republican Study Committee in 
testimony supporting the Reagan adminis
tration's Strategic Defense Initiative-the 
research program toward a space-based mis
sile defense system that has been dubbed 
"star wars." 

The House Armed Services Committee has 
recommended the administration's $3. 7 bil
lion 1986 SDI request be cut by a third to 
$2.5 billion. 

Committee chairman Les Aspin, D-Wis., in 
arguing for the SDI cuts, warned that the 
ambitious technology tests in the "star 
wars" program endanger the ABM treaty. 
Mr. Aspin said the treaty was essential to 
the current system of nuclear stability. 

Said Mr. Ikle: "It is not warranted to criti
cize SDI for upsetting an existing 
stability .... There is not now stability ex
isting in that Cmissilel competition or that 
CU.S.-Sovietl relationship. 

"Why should we lock ourselves into a 
dead-end street?" Mr. Ikle asked. "Why 
shouldn't we try to find an alternative to 
continuing this endless competition in of-
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fensive arms, which is what we are suggest
ing.'' 

Mr. Ikle's forceful comments came as 
President Reagan considered whether to 
abide by the SALT agreements in the face 
of Soviet violations. 

One Pentagon official said the undersecre
tary's remarks reflect the position of his 
boss, Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberger, 
who reportedly has recommended that the 
United States only "selectively comply" 
with the arms accords. 

At issue is whether the United States, in 
order to comply with SALT nuclear war
head limits, will dismantle an old Poseidon 
missile submarine when a new Trident sub 
begins sea trials this September. 

The president was expected to make a de
cision over the weekend. 

Another administration official, George 
KeyWorth, strongly seconded Mr. Ikle's con
tention that the period of world stability 
provided by the nuclear missile has ended. 
"The handwriting is on the wall now for the 
ICBM," the presidential science adviser told 
the Republican Study Committee. 

He said the Soviets are making "a most 
desperate attempt" to frustrate the "star 
wars" program, both in the arms talks at 
Geneva and through propaganda. "They've 
pulled out all the stops.'' 

"Anytime you see a presidential initiative 
tentatively cut by a factor of a third or 
more just as it's getting off the ground, 
there's something seriously wrong," he 
added. 

The science adviser disclosed that within 
the last week there had been two break
throughs in the development of lasers
high-power beams that theoretically could 
be used to destroy Soviet missiles in their 
most vulnerable phase, as they slowly 
ascend after launch. 

It is believed these two lasers-a free elec
tron laser and an "extremely small Cnucle
arl reactor-driven" laser-will be capable of 
generating beams of 100 to 200 megawatts, 
Mr. KeyWorth said. 

"These are powers heretofore considered 
unattainable until the end of the century," 
the science adviser said. They are also the 
powers the Fletcher Commission-which 
studied the technical feasibility of space de
fense-said would be necessary for a success
ful system, he said.e 

CHILD ABUSE LEGISLATION 

HON. DON EDWARDS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, today I am Joined by my dis
tinguished colleagues from California, 
Mr. MILLER and Mr. LEvINE, in intro
ducing legislation that will assist State 
and local law enforcement officials in 
their efforts to protect our children 
and our communities from the horri
ble trauma of child abuse and child 
molestation. 

My bill, the Child Abuse Reporting 
and Clearinghouse Improvements Act 
of 1985, is the companion to legislation 
being introduced today in the Senate 
by my good friend, the senior Senator 
from California, ALAN CRANSTON. This 
legislation is a three-part approach to 
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strengthening current child al\use 
laws. 

The first section requires Federal 
drug and alcohol treatment programs 
to report cases of child abuse to law 
enforcement authorities; something 
they are now forbidden to do by Fed
eral law, even though State law might 
require such reporting. The second 
provision would require the FBI to~ 
elude data on child abuse cases 
their uniform crime report. The thir 
portion is designed to enhance the ac
tivities of the National Center on 
Child Abuse and Neglect by beefing up 
its ability to collect and disseminate 
information on the most successful 
methods of investigating and prosecut
ing child molestation cases. 

These modest improvements in Fed
eral law and practice will greatly im
prove the ability of local law enforce
ment officials to combat the ever in
creasing incidences of child abuse. I 
urge my colleagues support of this 
worthy legislation.• 

"SILENT SCREAM" DEFENDED 

HON. JOHN J. LaF ALCE 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
• Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to recommend to my col
leagues a very powerful article con
cerning the issue of abortion. This ar
ticle, by Mr. Thomas L. Jipping, presi
dent of the Pro-Life Coalition at the 
State University of Buffalo, and Judy 
A. Bowen, youth chairman of the Buf
falo Regional Right to Life Commit
tee, appeared in the Buffalo News on 
May 30, 1985. 

The film, "Silent Scream," has been 
castigated a good deal in the past 4 
months. I think that the following 
commentary represents the reality of 
abortion, the killing of the unborn, 
and calls it what it is: The obliteration 
of the innocent. 

The article follows: 
CFrom the Buffalo News, May 30, 1985] 

"SILENT ScREAM" Is DEFENDED BY Two PRo
LIFE .ADVOCATES 

<By Thomas L. Jipping) 
The film "The Silent Scream" is filled 

with information on a broad array of topics 
within the general abortion debate: fetal de
velopment, how the abortion procedure 
called suction aspiration is performed, new 
technologies like ultrasound imaging, new 
branches of science like fetology, and the 
abortion industry itself, to name a few. 

The film represents a new way of telling 
an old story; it is a scientific fact that abor
tion ~ills a living human being and such kill
ing is an unacceptable way of dealing with 
certain social problems. 

Some believe that this film, and all lt pro
vides about the topic listed above, is JJlegit
imate because the 12-week-old preborn child 
whose death is depicted in the film "has not 
yet developed nerve cell pathways in the 
brain's cortex that would enable it to expe
rience pain." 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Assuming for the moment that a human 

being's ability to feel pain is somehow rele
vant to whether another human being may 
kill it for any reason, a few things must be 
stated. 

It is the thalmus, and not the cortex, in 
the brain that is principally involved in pain 
sensation. In the preborn child, the thalmus 
develops prior to the cortex. 

Experts do in fact believe that a 12-week
old preborn child can feel some pain. In 
their 1980 text "The Development of the 
Brain," Professors Stanislav Reinis and 
Jerome M. Goldman state: "By 10.5 weeks, 
the palms of the hands are responsive to 
light stroking with a hair, and at 11 weeks, 
the face and all parts of the upper and 
lower extremities are sensitive to touch. By 
13.5 to 14 weeks, the entire body surface, 
except for the back and top of the head is 
sensitive to pain." 

Dr. Vincent J. Collins, a recognized expert 
of pain and professor of anesthesiology at 
Northwestern University, states: "As early 
as 8 to 10 weeks gestation, and definitely by 
13¥2 weeks, the human fetus experiences or
ganic pain." 

The point to be made here, however, is 
that the ability of an individual to feel pain 
is totally irrelevant to the expendability of 
that individual's life, just as any other arbi
trary ability or characteristic is. Occasional
ly a human being is born and throughout 
his or her life is unable to feel pain. The 
logic of the pro-abortionists, requiring this 
ability as a prerequisite for one's right to 
life, would condemn these persons as well. 

Society has learned hard lessons about 
the arbitrary requirement of certain charac
teristics or abilities before other inherent 
human dignity and worth is recognized. 

In the 19th century, it was skin color. At 
other times, it has been physical or mental 
handicap, gender, or religion. We all know 
that these things say nothing about the 
worth of other individuals; rather, they say 
something about us and our refusal to ac
knowledge intrinsic human dignity. 

Some charge that "The pro-life forces 
always have focused on the fetus while the 
pro-choice group C()ncentrated on the 
mother." Yes, we do look at the preborn 
child to determine whether abortion is right 
or wrong. When we do, we see that the indi
vidual human being begins life at concep
tion. This is a scientific fact. Dr. Andre E. 
Hellegers' professor of obstetrics and gyne
cology at the Georgetown University Hospi
tal and former president of the Perinatal 
Research Society, states in testimony to a 
U.S. Senat::i subcommittee: "I do not believe 
there is any question when biological 
human life begins. It is at conception, by 
which I mean when the sperm fertilizes an 
ovum. To say that it begins at any other 
time is biological nonsense." 

Dr. Hymie Gordon, professor and chair
man of the department of medical genetics 
at Mayo Clinic, testified: "But now we can 
say, unequivocally, that the question of life 
begins is no longer a question for theologi
cal or philosophical dispute. Thelogians and 
philosophers may go on to debate the mean
ing of life or the purpose of life, but it is an 
established fact that all life, including 
human life, begins at the moment of con
ception." The fact that abortion kills a 
living human being cannot be disputed. One 
must look at the preborn child when evau
lating abortion. 

It is not the pro-abortionists who are truly 
concerned about the women who want an 
abortion. The idea that simply because most 
abortions are "legal" they are automatically 
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"safe" is a hoax. Groups like Women Ex
ploited by Abortion are living testimony to 
the lies and the ignorance that surround 
the decision to have an abortion. 

Dr. Bernard N. Nathanson, once the most 
prolific abortionist in the country, states 
that in perhaps 1 percent of abortions is 
there the warm and concerned picture of 
counseling between doctor and patient that 
the pro-abortionists paint as the norm. An 
obstetrician-gynecologist in Florida did a 7¥2 
year study and found that at least 20 per
cent of his patients who had had abortions 
suffered physical and emotional complica
tions of such severity as to be considered 
significantly disabling. 

In light of all of this, it is the pro-life 
people who want to get the information out 
that will help women make a truly informed 
choice. Counseling centers like the Buffalo 
Emergency Pregnancy Care Center, the 
Crisis Pregnancy Center, and Choose Life, 
and groups like Women Exploited by Abor
tion seek to provide the information the 
pro-abortionists refuse to acknowledge. 

These centers and support networks pro
vide the counseling, homes, referrals, and 
material needs. WEBA knows how women 
are driven to the abortion mill and then left 
alone, their child removed and their prob
lems supposedly solved. But an abortion is 
only a down payment on an entirely new set 
of problems. 

The situations involving a pregnancy re
sulting from rape or incest or one that 
would threaten the mother's life if carried 
to term together constitute less than 2 per
cent of the more than 1.5 million abortions 
preformed annually in the United States. 

Even a leading pro-abortion spokeman like 
Dr. Irvin Cushner of the University of Cali
fornia at Los Angeles Medical School has 
stated; "The overwhelming majority of 
abortions in this country are performed on 
women who for various reasons do not wish 
to be pregnant at this time." 

United States Public Health statistics 
show that the annual number of maternal 
deaths from legal, illegal, and spontaneous 
<miscarriage> abortions combined dropped 
steadily from some 300 in the 1950s to 160 
by 1967 and to 36 by 1973, when abortion
on-demand was legalized nationwide. This is 
still a serious matter, but one about which 
the pro-abortionists are wont to do a little 
fudging in from time to time. 

And remember, the legal abortion picture 
is not that pretty either. The same Supreme 
Court that supposedly vindicated a woman's 
rights to have an abortion also ruled that a 
state cannot regulate abortion even in the 
interest of maternal health during the first 
trimester, when over 90 percent of abortions 
are performed. 

We urge all to see "The Silent Scream." It 
provides useful information and an impor
tant perspective on an important issue. De
spite what some would have you believe, the 
film is authentic. There could be no signifi
cant support for this than the sworn affida
vit prepared by Dr. Ian Donald, former 
Regius professor of obstetrics at the Univer
sity of Glasgow, the inventor of ultrasound, 
and the world's foremost expert on its use 
and interpretation. That statement, dated 
Feb. 23, 1985, reads: "I the undersigned Ian 
Donald ... having had experience in the 
development and exploitation of diagnostic 
ultrasound from 1955 onwards until 1981, 
the last four years of which were much 
taken up with filming fetal activity at vari
ous stages of pregnancy ... have now stud
ied Dr. Nathanson's videotape film not less 
than four times and affirm that I am of the 
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opinion that the fetal activities depicted by 
ultrasound realtime scanning in this film 
are not faked, nor the result of artifact, in
tentional or otherwise." 

Whether or not you see the film, remem
ber that abortion is a matter of life and 
death.e 

I HAVE FAITH 

HON. DEAN A. GALLO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to have inserted in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD the work of a wonder
ful man who should serve as an inspi
ration to us all. 

Mr. Edward Sadek, a veteran of the 
First World War, is 96 years old and 
resides on Long Island, NY. For more 
than 30 years he has been completely 
blind. In spite of his handicap, he is a 
published poet. 

Among his works is the following 
poem entitled "I Have Faith": 

"I HAVE FAITH" 

<By Edward Sadek> 
The world is full of conflict, hate, confusion, 

fear and doubt. 
For Mars, the bloody god of war, now grimly 

stalks about. 
While petty tyrants ruthlessly by slaughter 

hack their way, 
And murder and corruption are the order of 

the day. 
To all man's killings add the toll which 

Mother Nature takes, 
By fire, flood, volcanos and her devastating 

quakes. 
"Would a just God allow such things?" I 

hear the skeptics ask. 
Convincing them God must exist is now my 

humble task. 
Upon man's shoulders rests the blame for 

many of his ills, 
His greed, injustice to his own, brutality 

that kills. 
His many talents may be used for better or 

for worse 
To build up or just to destroy-it's his to 

make the choice. 
What the Creator's purpose was perhaps 

we'll never know 
In starting life-and after death, where does 

the spirit go? 
What is the special mission of our troubled 

human race? 
What lies beyond the center rim of endless 

time and space? 
A complex clock can't make itself; someone 

must make it go. 
To function well each cog, each wheel must 

mesh exactly so. 
Then who conceived and built and set the 

endless clock of time? 
Whose skillful, patient hands contrived that 

masterpiece subiime? 
Man sends his ships across the sea, his 

trains across the land. 
Who sets the planets on their course? 

Whose word gave the command 
Who is the Being or the Force before whom 

all must bend? 
Who activates an acorn, grows a staunch, 

majestic oak? 
And who can rend that mighty tree with 

just one lightning stroke? 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Who created sea and land? Who ripens com 

and rye? 
And who parades a trillion stars each night 

across the sky? 
Let all the skeptics argue how these won

ders came to be; 
A Master mind must guide them all; that 

much is clear to me. 
I stand in awe and marvel at their grandeur 

and their scope 
And this gives rise to stronger faith instead 

of merely hope. 
I have faith that on the morrow once again 

the sun will rise. 
I have faith that the sun is shining though 

obscured by cloudy skies. 
I have faith that after winter there will 

come another spring. 
I have faith the earth will blossom and that 

birds again will sing. 
I have faith that man will probe the vast po

tential of his mind. 
I have faith that he will use it for the good 

of all mankind. 
I have faith that man's compassion for his 

fellowman will start 
When he combines his talents with the 

goodness of his heart.o 

A CONGRESSIONAL SALUTE TO 
WILLA MAE WILSON, OUTGO
ING PRESIDENT OF THE 
WOMEN'S DIVISION OF THE 
SAN PEDRO PENINSULA CHAM
BER OF COMMERCE 

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
take this opportunity to congratulate 
Willa Mae Wilson, who will end her 
tenure as president of the Women's 
Division of the San Pedro Peninsula 
Chamber of Commerce on June 28. 

A native of Fort Worth, TX, Willa 
Mae resided there until moving to San 
Pedro, CA, where she currently works 
for Atchison Realty. Willa Mae previ
ously worked for 2 years as an install
ment loan officer with the First Na
tional Bank, 8 years as a real estate 
salesperson with Vernon Evans Real
tors, 3 years as a multiple listing secre
tary, and 3 years with the Museum of 
Western Art. 

Willa Mae has a long history of civic 
involvement. While still in Texas, she 
was a member of the Women's Divi
sion of the Hurst-Euless-Bedford 
Chamber of Commerce and a member 
of the Northeast Tarrant County 
Board of Realtors. She was named As
sociate-of-the-year by the board in 
1968 in recognition of her achieve
ments. Willa Mae is also a charter 
member and past president of the 
Women's Council of the National As
sociation of Realtor Boards. In addi
tion to her active participation in the 
San Pedro Peninsula Chamber of 
Commerce, Willa Mae is a member of 
the San Pedro Christmas Parade Com
mittee and the Harbor Police-Com
munity Council. 
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Mr. Speaker, Willa Mae has worked 

hard at making San Pedro and the 
surrounding area a better place to live 
and work. She has devoted countless 
hours to the community and you can 
be sure that her efforts have not gone 
unnoticed. 

My wife, Lee, joins me in thanking 
Willa Mae for her many contributions 
to our community. We wish her and 
her three sons, Lowell, Thomas, and 
Donald, continued success in the 
future.e 

TRIBUTE TO DR. WEIR L. KING 

HON. GUS YATRON 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. YATRON. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with great pleasure that I have an op
portunity today, upon the occasion of 
his retirement from full time medical 
practice, to recognize Dr. Weir L. 
King's outstanding contributions to 
the medical profession and his commu
nity. 

On June 28, 1985, the members of 
the Family Medical Practice Group 
will honor their colleague, Dr. King, 
with an open house celebration for his 
34 years of service in Berk County. 
Few people have contributed as much 
to the community as Dr. King over the 
last several decades. He has worked 
tirelessly to establish family medicine 
in the community and indeed was with 
his colleagues a pioneer in family med
icine, establishing the first practice in 
Berks County. Dr. King has a close re
lationship with St. Joseph Hospital 
and all other institutions in the area. 
He was an innovator of the concept of 
medical centers over 25 years ago. 

Without question, Dr. King's efforts 
have truly played a major part in med
ical care in his community. He has 
worked with the elderly, given unself
ishly of himself through charitable 
work and is well known and respected 
by the residents of Berks County. I 
would like my colleagues to join me in 
saluting his life's work and in wishing 
him continued future success. I am 
indeed thankful that I had this chance 
to bring some of Dr. King's accom
plishments to your attention.e 

MIRAMAR, FL, 30TH BIRTHDAY 
CELEBRATION 

HON. LAWRENCE J. SMITH 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to take this opportunity to 
commemorate the 30th birthday of a 
great and growing city, the city of Mir
amar. FL. In Spanish, Miramar means 
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"to see the sea," an appropriate name 
for a city and populace that have set 
their sights on such an expansive 
future. The city of Miramar is certain
ly one of the most outstanding cities 
of the Sunshine State. 

Miramar was incorporated by a spe
cial act of the State legislature on May 
26, 1955. In January of 1959, Miramar 
held its first city election, and the Mir
amar government was born. Since 
then, the city has maintained a strong 
municipal form of government whose 
reputation is reinforced by the present 
mayor, Frank R. Branca. Elected in 
1983, Frank Branca had served for 10 
years on the city commission and has 
proven himself to be an integral force 
in the development of this wonderful 
and proud community. Today's city 
commission also is providing strong 
leadership for the future of Miramar. 

The seal of Miramar bears the in
scription "beauty and progress," and 
Miramar has unquestionably lived up 
to these two ideals. Successful efforts 
to improve the quality of life in Mira
mar have included youth and senior 
citizens' programs, landscaping 
projects, and recreational facilities and 
parks. Plans for orderly and controlled 
growth have resulted in a projected 
doubling of the city's present popula
tion of 39,000 by the year 2000. A 
little-known fact about Miramar is 
that it is one of the largest residential 
cities in Florida, although only 30 per
cent of the available land is used. This 
has given Miramar a reputation as 
being the "sleeping giant" -a giant 
that is now awakening. 

Future plans include the completion 
of the federally funded 1-75 highway 
extension, which will link all the 
major south Florida arteries of trans
portation and make Miramar the gate
way to the North. The new Miami Dol
phan football stadium is scheduled for 
construction in Miramar, and plans for 
a bullet train route from Orlando to 
Miramar are also in the works. 

Miramar's manner of celebrating its 
30th birthday is further testimony to 
this city's innovative and progressive 
outlook. On June 22, Miramar has 
planned a "U.S.A. for Africa" fundrais
ing concert at C.B. Smith Park. The 
concert hopes to raise $70,000 for this 
worthy cause. By dedicating their f es
tivities to famine relief, the people of 
Miramar are reflecting a philanthropi
cal concern for one of the most signifi
cant and gravest issues of our time. I 
am proud to be speaking at this birth
day celebration, along with such celeb
rities as Miami Dolphin receiver Jim 
Jensen and boxer Alexis Arguello. 

It is an honor to represent this grow
ing and beautiful city, and it is with 
great pleasure that I extend my best 
wishes to the people of Miramar as 
they celebrate their city's 30th birth
day.e 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
BALTIC FREEDOM DAY 

HON.F.JAMESSENSENBRENNER 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. 
Speaker, we passed House Resolution 
263 which proclaimed June 14 as 
Baltic Freedom Day. On this anniver
sary we recognized that for 45 years 
the United States has refused to rec
ognize the Soviet takover of Estonia, 
Latvia, and Lithuania; we remember 
that 44 years ago the Soviet began de
porting several thousand people from 
their beloved Baltic homeland; and we 
honor the Baltic people for their 
struggle to survive and retain their 
culture under brutal Soviet domina
tion. 

Forty-four years ago the Soviet 
Union invaded Estonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania to impose a puppet Commu
nist government. The Soviets held 
rigged elections where only Soviet offi
cials were elected to Baltic State gov
ernments. These two acts violated the 
Tartar Treaty signed by Soviet Union 
and Estonia in 1920, and similar trea
ties with Lithuania and Latvia which 
recognized the independence of these 
countries. 

Following the Soviet takeover of the 
Baltic governments, the Soviets began 
deporting several thousand natives of 
the Baltics on June 14, 1941. During 
these mass deportations, Soviet offi
cials arrested 60,000 Estonians, 45,000 
Lithuanians, and 30,000 Latvians from 
all walks of life. After World War II, 
the Sovi~ts returned in 1944, forcing 
63,000 Estonians, 115,000 Latvians, and 
20,000 Lithuanians to flee their home
lands to escape Soviet domination. 
Historians estimate that between 1941 
and 1949, the Soviets deported ap
proximately 500,000 people. 

On June 14, the United States 
honors these people who endured ex
treme hardship imposed by the Soviet 
Union. They continue to fight for 
their freedom and certain inalienable 
rights. Today, these people are suffer
ing from "russification." 

Today, the Baltic people are with
standing Soviet "russification" in 
order to save their culture. These 
people have distinct and independent 
cultures dating back to the 10th centu
ry. Yet, the Soviets are attempting to 
russify these people. Only Russian is 
to be spoken in schools, only Russian 
history and customs are taught, and 
all loyalty is directed to the Commu
nist state. Furthermore, the Soviets 
are attempting to destroy the Baltic 
people's deep roots in the Lutheran 
and Catholic Churches. The churches 
may not publish anything and church 
attendance has dropped to a stagger
ing new low. However Estonians, Lat
vians, and Lithuanians have been able 
to remember their history, hold to 
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their religion and preserve their pre
cious customs and culture. 

The Baltic people of Estonia, Lativa, 
and Lithuania stand out as true cham
pions in a struggle for liberty, justice, 
and freedom. These people serve as in
spiration to all people subjected to for
eign domination and subversion. 
Today, by honoring these people with 
Baltic Freedom Day, we will hopefully 
entice these admirable people to con
tinue their struggle against Soviet 
domination in the hope for freedom.e 

FURTHER ACTION ON HOSPICE 
BENEFIT NEEDED 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, timely 
consideration of H.R. 17 42, a bill de
signed to revise the requirements of 
the Social Security Act relating to 
nursing care provided by certain hos
pice programs, is sorely needed if we 
are to assure hospice services to those 
we intended to assist when Congress 
adopted the Medicare hospice benefit 
in 1982. 

The present requirements, which 
specify that a hospice must routinely 
provide substantially all of four specif
ic core services, including nursing, 
medical social, physician, and counsel
ing services, to qualify for Medicare 
coverage, rule out many hospices 
which cannot meet the criteria man
dated by law. Such· rigid requirements, 
designed by Congress to prevent abuse 
of the benefits and to ensure quality 
care, make it almost impossible for 
many hospices to serve Medicare pa
tients. By easing the restrictions on 
hospices in rural areas and in health 
manpower shortage areas, the new re
quirements would enable Medicare pa
tients to receive hospice services and 
still ensure quality care. 

Progress was made last year in relax
ing the core service requirements. 
Under provisions of the Deficit Reduc
tion Act, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services may now waive the 
nursing care core service requirements 
for hospice located in rural areas, pro
vided that the hospice was in oper
ation on or before January l, 1983, 
and that it made a good-faith effort to 
hire its own nurses. Even with these 
changes, there are still many hospices 
which cannot meet the rigid require
ments for Medicare coverage. 

During the development of the hos
pice organization in New York State, 
there was concern about the inability 
to contract out for nursing. There are 
still difficulties in the need to transfer 
fund contracts to the nursing staff. 
This bill would be consistent with New 
York State legislation which already 
mandates that hospices be Medicare-
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certified except for the provision con
cerning direct nursing care. H.R. 1742 
would provide more latitude to hos
pices, allowing them to concentrate on 
providing quality care to the terminal
ly ill. 

Hospice is a relatively new concept 
in health care; it is a special way of 
dealing with dying patients. The ter
minally ill differ physically and emo
tionally from other patients in many 
ways, primarily in their inability to 
escape the immediacy of pain and 
death. The hospice treats the total pa
tient, providing emotional support 
along with medical services. Hospices 
also help and work with family mem
bers, who suffer along with the pa
tients. Hospice care continues after 
the patient's death, giving emotional 
support to the family for up to 1 year 
after their loss. I believe that this ap
proach is both effective and impor
tant, demonstrating one alternative to 
standard health care services. 

I believe this bill will allow hospice 
services to continue operating eff ec
tively, providing quality care to the 
terminally ill. As an original member 
of the House Select Committee on 
Aging, I support this mechanism for 
improving the Medicare Program, and 
I encourage other efforts to enhance 
this Nation's health care services.e 

IT'S TIME TO REMOVE SOCIAL 
SECURITY FROM THE BUDGET 
PROCESS 

HON. JACK F. KEMP 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
• Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing a bill to remove the Social 
Security Retirement Program from 
the unified Federal budget. This im
portant reform will help restore the 
confidence of young workers and retir
ees in the Social Security System, 
strengthen the system as a self-financ
ing program with its own trust fund, 
and thwart the efforts of those who 
want to tamper with Social Security 
benefits in an effort to reduce Govern
ment deficits. 

Taking Social Security off budget 
also provides a more visible and accu
rate accounting of the condition of the 
Social Security trust fund as well as 
the real deficit in the rest of the Fed
eral budget. 

Social Security is a unique program 
unlike any other that the Federal 
Government operates. It is not an 
annual budget outlay like defense or 
social welfare expenditures. Social Se
curity is best viewed as a long-range 
compact between the Government and 
the American people; in return for 
contributions during working age, 
Americans build up a fund for a secure 
retirement. Removing Social Security 
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from the unified budget would 
strengthen the integrity of the system 
as a self-financed program and under
score our national commitment to 
maintain the financial security of the 
Social Security System. 

The recent Senate budget compro
mise which freezes Social Security 
cost-of-living adjustments [COLA'sl is 
another compelling reason to take 
Social Security off budget. I strongly 
oppose altering COLA's because it im
poses a real hardship on thousands of 
America's elderly, many of whom 
depend on Social Security as their sole 
source of income. The Congressional 
Budget Office estimates that 400,000 
Americans, mostly elderly and two
fifths of them single women living 
alone, would fall below the poverty 
level if COLA's were frozen 1 year, 
even if SSI benefits were also in
creased. 

Under the Senate proposal, over 23 
million Americans would suffer an av
erage loss of $280 in benefits. And that 
loss is progressive. By skipping 1 year's 
COLA benefits, the benefit base will 
be permanently lower. 

Keeping Social Security COLA's also 
makes it unnecessary for Congress to 
adjust-and less tempting for Congress 
to overadjust-benefits from time to 
time. We should reject the heinous 
precedent of allowing inflation to si
lently erode Government benefits. 

Unfortunately, proposals to tamper 
with Social Security benefits come at a 
time when many young workers are al
ready doubtful whether Social Securi
ty will be around when they qualify 
for benefits. And frankly, many retir
ees are scared. They have come to 
depend on Social Security benefits to 
keep themselves and their families fi
nancially secure. They are fearful that 
Congress will reduce their benefits. 
The best way to restore public trust in 
the Social Security System is to depo
liticize it by taking Social Security off 
budget. 

The major reason for changing 
Social Security COLA's is misguided. 
The Social Security fund does not add 
to the budget deficit: it is a self-financ
ing program with its own trust fund. 
The Social Security trust fund isn't 
available for the Government to 
spend, it is an inviolable fund to pay 
off current and future commitments 
to retirees. 

Of course, even though Social Secu
rity is not part of the deficit problem, 
nonetheless, it is true that reducing 
Social Security benefits currently 
would show up as a reduction in the 
Government deficit. Social Security 
has been on the unified budget since 
the Johnson administration; all Social 
Security benefit payments add to Gov
ernment expenditures and all desig
nated Social Security taxes are count
ed as general Government revenues. 
In a catch-all unified budget, there-
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fore, our current Social Security sur-
pluses reduce Government deficits. 

In reality, the Social Security sur
pluses cannot be spent for any other 
purpose than Social Security. They 
are invested in Treasury securities, 
which reduces Treasury's need to 
borrow in private capital markets. But 
this hides the fact that the real Feder
al deficit is not in Social Security, but 
in other parts of the Federal budget, 
which don't have their own earmarked 
revenues. It is time we made this rela
tionship explicit and removed Social 
Security from the unified budget. 

This bill advances a reform already 
required by the Social Security 
Amendments of 1983, which will take 
Social Security off budget in fiscal 
year 1993. My bill would immediately 
remove all Social Security trust funds 
from the unified budget and authorize 
the appointment of two additional 
trustees to the boards of these trust 
funds. This bill is the same legislation 
as my colleague Representative MARY 
RosE 0AKAR has recently introduced, 
showing the bipartisan support for 
protecting Social Security benefits. 

Taking Social Security off budget 
helps assure that Social Security bene
fits would be changed only to protect 
the solvency of the trust fund and not 
for cosmetic deficit reduction. I urge 
Congress and the President to support 
this effort to improve accounting pro
cedures and to reaffirm our national 
commitment to provide a secure and 
adequate retirement for all Ameri
cans.e 

SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 

HON. J.J. PICKLE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
•Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I con
gratulate this body for passing the 
Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments 
of 1985. I do so because I feel it is a 
necessary responsibility of the Federal 
Government to play a role in the pres
ervation and conservation of this Na
tion's drinking water supplies. 

Our State and local governments 
have done a commendable job of en
acting laws and programs designed for 
the preservation of water supplies. For 
many years it looked as though these 
governmental units could adequately 
handle the local pollution problems 
themselves. However, the problem has 
grown. Pollution from one area spills 
into an area under a different govern
mental jurisdiction. One State cannot 
agree with another on how to resolve 
the problem. Citizens of one city are 
unknowingly polluting the drinking 
water of another city. For these rea
sons, Congress must act to maintain 
the quality of drinking water for the 
Nation. Mr. Speaker, I believe the 
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measure before us today goes a long 
way in dealing with this critical issue. 

As the Congressman from the 10th 
District in Texas, where a portion of 
our drinking water is supplied from an 
underground source called the Ed
wards Aquifer, I am particularly con
cerned with the sections of this meas
ure dealing with the protection of 
groundwater supplies. This bill takes 
the initiative in dealing with this im
portant national resource. In my part 
of the country we are very dependent 
on the Edwards Aquifer for drinking 
water. Yet this important supply of 
water is already being threatened with 
various forms of contamination and 
the possibility of total depletion. 

Our State and the local governments 
who use the Edwards Aquifer have 
made many valuable contributions in 
protection our groundwater resources. 
However, the interests of those using 
the aquifer vary within its overall 
area. The Edwards Underground 
Water District has made good progress 
in bringing the many diverse interests 
together for the common good of pro
tecting the aquifer. This bill will help 
the Edwards Underground Water Dis
trict by providing Federal funds and 
additional technical expertise to their 
efforts. 

Another section of this measure 
would require States to develop their 
own plans to deal with the protection 
and conservation of groundwater sup
plies. Under the leadership of our 
State legislature and Governor, Texas 
already has a proposal that will come 
up for a vote by the people of Texas in 
November. This bill would provide as
sistance to Texas in maintaining one 
of its most precious natural resources. 

Many of the experts in the area of 
water supply have predicted that the 
1990's could see the same crisis in 
drinking water shortages that we saw 
for oil in the 1970's. Where are we 
going to import safe drinking water 
from, in the 1990's, if we do not have 
enough in the United States to go 
around? What kind of crisis manage
ment legislation will Congress enact at 
a time when it is too late to do other
wise? The answer is to plan ahead. It 
is for the good of the country.e 

BRUCE ROTHROCK, DEALER OF 
DISTINCTION 

HON. DON RITTER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to point 
out to my House colleagues that Bruce 
Rothrock, owner of Rothrock Motor 
Sales in Allentown, PA, has been hon
ored with the 1985 American Interna
tional Automobile Association-Sports 
Illustrated "Dealer of Distinction" 
award. 
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Bruce Rothrock was selected be

cause of the quality of performance of 
his dealership, his service to the indus
try, and his commitment to civic and 
community service. Mr. Rothrock has 
been an automobile dealer for the past 
22 years. 

His recent expansion taking on the 
Chrysler-Plymouth lines in addition to 
the Dodge-Nissan dealerships makes 
for more jobs and more services for 
Lehigh Valley citizens. 

While maintaining an active dealer
ship, Mr. Rothrock found the time to 
become involved in various civic orga
nizations. He was a member and later 
director of the Whitehall Chamber of 
Commerce and he currently is a 
member of the Allentown-Lehigh 
Chamber of Commerce. He also spon
sors various charities, including the 
Allentown Good Shepherd Home, the 
United Way, and the Arthritis Foun
dation. 

He is personally known for his quiet 
enthusiasm and his skill in dealing 
with people. 

Bruce Rothrock's story resembles 
one of those proverbial Horatio Alger 
tales, where hard work and teamwork 
combined with savvy and intelligence 
to once again prove that the American 
Dream is alive and well. 

Mr. Rothrock is a great asset to the 
Lehigh Valley, to Pennsylvania, and to 
the U.S.A. Please join me in congratu
lating Mr. Rothrock on winning the 
"Dealer of Distinction" award for 
1985 .• 

FEDERAL OFFENSE OF 
TREASONOUS ESPIONAGE 

HON. GUY V. MOLINARI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, today 
I have introduced legislation to create 
a new Federal criminal offense of trea
sonous espionage, consisting of the un
authorized disclosure of classified in
formation damaging to our national 
security for profit. During the past 
few weeks, we have been shocked to 
learn of an espionage ring which has 
apparently been operating for several 
years. The damage done to our nation
al security may never be fully as
sessed, but it is suspected that valua
ble information has been made avail
able to the Soviet Union. 

This espionage case is particularly 
repulsive as the single motivating 
factor seems to be that of greed. The 
legislation I have introduced today 
would separate those who supply in
formation for profit from those who 
would do so for ideological reasons. In 
addition, the legislation allows for a 
penalty of death in the case of trea
sonous espionage. A person who en
gages in this type of activity should re-
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alize that he or she is risking their 
own lives. This activity can put the 
lives of millions at risk and the penal
ties must be severe. 

Although action is now being taken 
to strengthen our security measures, 
we need strong legislation such as this 
to serve as a deterrent to those who 
would in the future contemplate dis
closing for profit sensitive information 
damaging to our national security. 
Similar legislation has already been in
troduced in the other body, and I urge 
my colleagues to join me in supporting 
this important legislation.e 

BETTY C. STREET, RECEIVES 
POSTMASTER OF THE YEAR 
AWARD 

HON. WIWAM HILL BONER 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
•Mr. BONER of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I wish to commend an out
standing citizen of the Fifth Congres
sional District of Tennessee, Betty C. 
Street, Postmaster of the Year for the 
Tennessee branch of the National 
League of Postmasters. 

In 1963, the post office in Antioch, 
TN, centered around a good old pot
bellied stove. There were two carriers, 
one 4-hour clerk and a new acting 
postmaster, Betty C. Street. 

Betty Street came to the job with a 
history of being active in community, 
civic, and political affairs. She saw the 
possibilities for growth and took the 
exam for postmaster. She received 
that Presidential appointment in 1965. 

In the interim, the potbellied stove 
was replaced by a new post office, and 
an additional route was added. 

The growth in the Antioch area con
tinued and in 1974, a larger post office 
was needed. Now, the search is on for 
yet a larger building. Betty Street's re
sponsibilities have grown as well. She 
now oversees 30 employees, 5 city 
routes, and 8 rural routes. 

Her talents have been recognized as 
well. She was placed on the Postmas
ter Selection Board and has served as 
an assistant deputy director since 
1982. 

On May 21, 1985, she was presented 
with the Postmaster of the Year 
Award at the National League of Post
masters <Tennessee Branch> annual 
convention banquet. 

She has been the recipient of other 
awards as well. In 1974, she received 
an Executive Award in Recognition of 
Outstanding Achievements from the 
Nashville Chapter of National Women 
Executives, Inc. 

Her life as described in her own 
words is: "God is first, my family 
second, my job third, and everything 
else falls into place. My family is and 
has been my greatest pride and joy." 
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I applaud Betty C. Street. Her ac

complishments and awards are well de
served and I wish her many more in 
the future.e 

HONORING HEROES WHO SAVED 
A LIFE 

HON. HAROLD ROGERS 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
•Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, tomor
row here in Washington, five men 
from McCreary County, KY-in my 
Fifth Congressional District-will re
ceive a special group honor award 
from Secretary of Agriculture John 
Block. 

These five men-Brenton Hale, Dave 
Baugh, Ed Strunk, Ronnie Vaught, 
and Charlie Cash-played a significant 
role in helping save a victim of a terri
ble auto accident 1 year ago. 

These men came upon the scene of 
the accident along U.S. Highway 27 
near Whitley City, and immediately 
began doing what good Samaritans 
have always done-helping the needy. 

They helped direct traffic, called 
medical and ambulance personnel to 
the scene, and administered first aid to 
help stabilize the woman driver, who 
had suffered a serious head injury 
with a great loss of blood. 

Thanks to their efforts, Eula Gar
land survived the accident and is now 
back to work in Williamsburg, KY. 

Mr. Speaker, all too often we become 
cynical about society. We hear stories 
of those who refuse to help people in 
need for fear of getting involved. But 
then there are stories like this one 
which help reaffirm our trust in the 
goodness and humanity of Americans 
everywhere. 

These five men, whom Secretary 
Block will honor with a special heroic 
action award, deserve our thanks, and 
our congratulations for a job well 
done. Their action as employees of the 
U.S. Forest Service and workers at the 
Pine Knot Civilian Conservation 
Center in McCreary County is to be 
commended. 

I ask my colleagues in the House to 
join me in saluting these men for their 
heroism and their caring. Without 
people like these, our world would be a 
much less desirable place to live.e 

HOSTAGE CRISIS IN THE 
MIDDLE EAST 

HON. MARY ROSE OAKAR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, the air
plane hijacking and kidnaping of 
American tourists in the Middle East 
evokes as much sadness as it does out-
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rage. The perpetrators of this particu
lar act of terrorism cite their griev
ances and, therefore, feel that their 
methods are acceptable because they 
believe their cause is just. The end 
cannot justify the means. Their acts 
are reprehensible. 

As we sift and analyze events in the 
Middle East over the last several gen
erations, we find a myriad of groups 
and nations that justify their particu
lar act of violence by citing recent or 
ancient grievances. Invariably, many 
more innocent people suffer than do 
the guilty. Retaliation is then piled on 
top of retaliation and the end result is 
anarchy that shatters the lives even of 
tourists from Illinois, Massachusetts, 
and California. In this case, it also 
took the life of a young sailor from 
Maryland. 

The only way out of this cycle of vio
lence is to change our means of ad
dressing the problem. Instead of insist
ing that the other side cry "uncle," 
people have to learn to say "brother 
and sister.'' 

We must give our support to the 
President for his efforts to resolve the 
crisis peacefully, without a further 
loss of life. I off er my prayers to be 
heard with the prayers of so many 
others that the hijackers will release 
their hostages to permit a proper envi
ronment to develop where their griev
ances can be addressed and resolved. 
The longer the crisis continues, the 
more difficult that task becomes.e 

THE CENTENNIAL OF THE 
UNITED CHURCH OF DE-
RUYTER'S CHURCH BUILDING 
BESPEAKS FAITH IN GOD AND 
COUNTRY 

HON. GEORGE C. WORTLEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
•Mr. WORTLEY. Mr. Speaker, since 
the early years of our Nation, when 
the first amendment to the Constitu
tion ensuring freedom of religion was 
ratified, God and Country have been 
intrinsic with the spirit of America. 
Under the motto "in God we trust," 
religious freedom and all basic free
doms have flourished. 

Today, the American spirit of God 
and Country has never been stronger, 
as epitomized in the village of De
Ruyter, NY, in my congressional dis
trict. 

This past May 7 was the lOOth anni
versary of the dedication of the beau
tiful church building of The United 
Church of DeRuyter. On the same 
day, an American flag was flown over 
our Capitol. The same flag was subse
quently displayed at the church's cen
tennial celebration and before the con
gregation at a rededication service on 
Sunday, May 19. The flag "will soon 
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hang in an honored place in our sanc
tuary," according to a letter I have re
ceived from Pastor John A. Werley. 

Mr. Speaker, 100 years ago the mem
bers of the Methodist congregation in 
DeRuyter were filled with spiritual op
timism and a desire to express their 
religious commitment by building and 
dedicating a new house of worship for 
their families and their families' prog
eny. Then, their new church building 
became a visible and useful means of 
displaying their faith in God and in 
the blessings of America. 

How inspiring it is to us, 100 years 
later, that this spirit continues to 
shine brightly.e 

IN CELEBRATION OF FLAG DAY 

HON. C. W. (BILL) YOUNG 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

• Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speak
er, Americans proudly flew the Stars 
and Stripes Friday in celebration of 
Flag Day. 

Throughout our Nation, and the 
world, the American flag is the symbol 
of freedom and democracy. Our allies 
are secure in seeing the American flag 
flying over U.S. embassies and military 
installations in their countries. The 
flag represents to these people Ameri
can friendship and support. 

Here in the United States, the Stars 
and Stripes evoke a great feeling of 
patriotism among the American 
people who are reminded by the flag 
of 'our Nation's traditions, freedoms, 
and ideals as expressed in the Consti
tution. Seeing the American flag 
flying above the U.S. Capitol and 
homes and businesses in communities 
throughout our country also is a stir
ring reminder of those who have de
voted their lives to the defense and 
guidance of our Nation. It is also a 
sign of welcome to the millions of ref
ugees who have sought shelter here to 
escape the oppression of their home
lands. 

During my 15 years as a Member of 
the House of Representatives, I have 
enjoyed the privilege of having thou
sands of flags flown over the Capitol 
for my friends and neighbors in Pinel
las County, FL. It is inspiring to me to 
see so many flags flying in Pinellas 
County, not only on Flag Day, but 
throughout the year. 

While most Americans fly the flag to 
represent a sense of pride in their 
Nation, there are some people who de
liberately desecrate and degrade the 
flag as an affront to the dignity of our 
Nation. We can all vividly recall pro
tests and demonstrations where the 
American flag has been burned, torn, 
cut, plastered with symbols, or flown 
asunder. This is a willful and violent 
act of aggression against the symbol of 
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American democracy and I believe is a 
crime for which the offenders should 
be severely punished. 

Legislation I have introduced today 
would make it a Federal offense to 
deface the American flag. The penalty 
for each offender would be a $1,000 
fine or a maximum sentence of 1 year 
in prison. 

The American flag is the sacred 
symbol of our Nation which flies as a 
constant reminder of the struggles we 
have endured to preserve our demo
cratic form of government. Those who 
seek to use our flag for other purposes 
should be punished accordingly.e 

AMERICAN LEGION HOLLYWOOD 
POST 43 COMMEMORATES THE 
END OF WORLD WAR II 

HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

•Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, from 
this July 4 to 7, Hollywood Post 43 of 
the American Legion will be sponsor
ing a celebration of the end of the 
Second World War in honor of Ameri
ca's veterans who gave so much in that 
war. I wish to commend them for orga
nizing this event. 

Mr. Speaker, the nature of America's 
adversaries in the Second World War 
made this war different from all those 
we had ever fought before, and ex
plains why our gratitude to them is so 
profound. In the Second World War, 
America faced an alliance of adversar
ies wishing not simply to conquer ter
ritory or acquire national prestige, but 
wishing to impose new ideologies on 
all those it conquered. These were 
ideologies totally repugnant to our 
values of freedom and respect for indi
vidual choice; they sought not only to 
prescribe how their citizens would live, 
but to determine which would have 
the right to live and which would be 
forced to die. 

It was against this monstrous evil 
that our Nation mobilized its strength 
44 years ago and fought on to victory 
40 years ago this summer. It was in 
containing that evil and then destroy
ing it that so many of our soldiers
the veterans that will be celebrating 
with us and their comrades who 
cannot be there-risked or gave their 
lives. 

Mr. Speaker, it is important never to 
for get that it is only for the sacrifices 
made by these people that today we 
can commemorate the def eat of 
nazism and fascism 40 years ago. I 
simply would like to add my voice to 
those who say thank you.e 
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BIXLER'S JEWELER'S 

BICENNTENIAL 

HON. DON RITTER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to con
gratulate Bixler's Jewelers of Easton, 
PA, on their 200th anniversary. 

Bixler's Jewelers is the oldest 
family-owned jewlery business in the 
United States. It was founded in 1785 
by Christian Bixler III, a clockmaker 
and silversmith. Six generations later, 
Bixler's is still operated by the Bixler 
family. Christian's great-great-great
grandchildren, Philip Bixler Mitman 
and Joyce Mitman Welken, are presi
dent and vice president respectively. 

For 200 years Bixler's has thrived 
doing business in the private, free-en
terprise system of America. The orga
nization is a shinning example of the 
American work ethic and the continu
ing vitality of small businesses in the 
United States. 

Bixler' has a long history of contrib
uting to civic functions as well as 
aiding the business community in 
Easton. From 1798 to 1802, Christian 
Bixler III was a burgess in Easton. In 
1980, Philip Bixler Mitman was elect
ed mayor of that city. 

It is remarkable that Bixler's Jewel
ers has been in the same family for 
200 years. But then, it is truly remark
able family. Clearly, _1985 is a special 
year for Bixler's-America's oldest 
jewelers.e 

MICHIGAN CITY'S SIXTH 
ANNUAL FUDGE FESTIVAL 

HON. ROBERT W. DAVIS 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

• Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, the week
end of June 14-16 I was honored to 
participate in the Sixth Annual Fudge 
Festival in Mackinaw City, MI. This 
historically rich city, located along the 
scenic Straits of Mackinac, Joining 
Lake Michigan and Lake Huron, is the 
gateway to the Upper Peninsula and 
world-famous Mackinac Island. Fudge 
making is one of the city's leading in
dustries, second only to tourism. In 
fact, in northern Michigan fudge and 
tourism is synonymous. Tourists to 
the area have been affectionately la
beled "fudgies" by local residents to 
uniquely illustrate this association. 

This yearly festival originated in 
1980 and was adopted in an effort to 
promote and recognize the importance 
of fudge to the local economy. Macki
naw City, which lies in the shadow of 
the famed Mackinac Bridge, boasts a 
supply of fudge that is well known and 
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in much demand, both locally and in 
surrounding States. This fact was 
made very evident as thousands of 
tourists visited the Sixth Annual 
Fudge Festival for a taste of the 
famous fudge and to enjoy the f estivi
ties. 

In addition to the creation of a 200-
foot bar of fudge-the world's larg
est-the festival boasted a large and 
colorful parade. Mackinaw City pa
rades are extremely popular with both 
the local population and tourists. I 
was honored to participate in this 
memorable event and invite my col
leagues to visit the "Fudge Capital of 
the World."• 

JEWISH FEDERATION COUNCIL 
OF GREATER LOS ANGELES 
HONORS MURRAY WOOD 

HON. HOW ARD L. BERMAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

•Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay special tribute to an out
standing member of the community 
and a personal friend, Murray Wood. I 
ask my colleagues to join me in honor
ing this great man who is being hon
ored at a roast thrown by the Jewish 
Community Relations Committee 
[JCRCJ of the Jewish Federation 
Council of Greater Los Angeles. 

Murray Wood's record of service to 
the Jewish community of Los Angeles 
has been a long and dedicated one. He 
has served both as assistant director of 
the San Francisco Jewish Community 
Relations Committee and as staff asso
ciate in Los Angeles. In addition to his 
responsibilities at the JCRC, Mr. 
Wood is a faculty member at the Los 
Angeles-based Hebrew Union College 
and the University of Judaism. He 
teaches classes relating to Jewish com
munity relations and public affairs. 
Murray also writes a weekly column 
for the L.A. Jewish Community Bulle
tin. 

It has been my honor and pleasure 
to know such a fine person and I know 
the Jewish community of Los Angeles 
feels appreciation and gratitude for 
his dedicated service.e 

ARMY RANGER'S MOTTO 
FULFILLED 

HON. WILLIAM F. GOODLING 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, 
today I have introduced a resolution 
which would honor the members of 
the Airborne Ranger companies who 
served in the Korean war. 
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During the Korean war, a total of 18 

Ranger companies were formed. No
w here else in American military histo
ry is the volunteer spirit better ex
pressed. Almost all of these men were 
volunteers for the Army of the Air
borne. Seven of the companies fought 
in Korea, and the mix was generally 
one Ranger company per infantry divi
sion. At a time when U.N. forces num
bered over 500,000, less than 700 of 
these men were spread across the 
width of the Korean peninsula. They 
fought to the front of every American 
Army division; doing scouting, patrol
ling raids, and spearheads. Their 
awards include two distinguished unit 
citations and the Korean Presidential 
unit citation. Their casualties ranged 
from 40 to 90 percent. 

In these men, the Ranger motto was 
fulfilled; "Rangers Lead the Way."e 

POSTAL SERVICE RIGHT-ON 
WITH DELIVERY OF "ROSTY" 
MAIL 

HON. DAN ROSTENKOWSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak
er, I want to take this opportunity to 
compliment the U.S. Postal Service on 
its remarkable performance in han
dling a challenging situation which it 
had no reason to expect. I refer to the 
phenomenal public support for tax 
reform which has come through the 
mails. 

On May 28, when I had the privilege 
of delivering the Democratic response 
to the President's tax reform proposal, 
I solicited the public's backing for a 
comprehensive revision of the Tax 
Code. In doing so, I took the liberty of 
inviting the listeners to address their 
comments simply to "Rosty, Washing
ton, DC." 

At the time, I thought of it only as a 
clever way to end my pitch for sup
port; but the next morning, it occurred 
to me that I had not given the Postal 
Service advance warning on what I 
was about to put them through. 

I need not have worried. Within 
hours of the telecast, emergency pro
cedures were employed by Postal Serv
ice headquarters alerting all post of
fices to send the "Rosty" mail to the 
central post office here in Washing
ton. The very next day, the first let
ters arrived in my office. A trickle 
grew quickly to a flood. By now I have 
received nearly 50,000 letters and 
cards <along with a few T-shirts, a 
computer-driven poster, and other 
imaginative messages>. The vast ma
jority have been in support of tax 
reform. 

The items are addressed to "Rosty," 
"Rusty," even "Rocky." Some who 
choose not to abbreviate make brave 
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attempts at spelling out my full name. 
Many of these must present a particu
lar challenge to our postmasters, but 
they have pe:formed flawlessly. I 
know of no piece of mail which was ad
dressed to me under any manifestation 
of my name which was "returned to 
sender." 

The big question for me, now, is how 
and when to respond. My goal is to be 
as efficient and effective as the U.S. 
Postal Service has been in getting the 
people's comments and support to 
Capitol Hill.e 

FOREIGN AIR TRAVEL 
SECURITY ACT OF 1985 

HON. JOHN P. HAMMERSCHMIDT 
OF ARKANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr_ HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. 
Speaker, we were all shocked and an
gered by the recent hijacking of TWA 
flight 847. Perhaps there is little this 
body can do now to end this particular 
tragedy. But there are certainly ac
tions we can take to help prevent 
these sorts of terrorist acts from hap
pening again in the future. That is 
why I am introducing the Foreign Air 
Travel Security Act of 1985. 

The primary problem, and the 
reason that the hijackers were able to 
seize TWA 847 in the first place, is the 
lax security in Athens where the flight 
originated. It appears that many for
eign governments do not take the ter
rorist threat at their airports as seri
ously as they should. This seems to be 
particularly true of the Greek Govern
ment. The bill I am introducing today 
will attack that problem. It will re
quire the Secretary of the Department 
of Transportation CDOTl to assess the 
security arrangements at foreign air
ports to ensure they meet internation
ally approved standards. If the De
partment finds those arrangements to 
be lacking, the foreign airport will 
have 120 days to correct the problem. 
At the end of that period, if the prob
lem is not corrected, the Secretary will 
have the authority, with the approval 
of the Secretary of State, to ban 
flights of U.S. airlines to or from that 
airport and to ban the airline of the 
foreign government involved from 
flying to the United States. 

This bill will have several benefits. It 
will put pressure on foreign govern
ments to improve security at their air
ports. If security is not improved, it 
can be used to ensure that U.S. carri
ers are not serving airports where 
there is a good chance that American 
lives will be placed in danger. 

Our bill has a further beneficial fea
ture. For the first time it will require 
that passengers be informed, when 
they buy their ticket, of security prob
lems at airports that they plan to use. 
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In addition, the bill would require the 
Secretary to publish a list of those air
ports with documented deficiencies in 
the Federal Register and to promi
nently post this information at U.S. 
air carrier airports. This will give pas
sengers an opportunity to change 
their itinerary if they wish to use a 
safer airport, thereby putting further 
pressure on foreign governments to 
improve their airport security. One of 
the tragedies of the recent hijacking is 
that the lax security at the Athens air
port was known in the aviation com
munity but not among most of the 
flying public. This bill will solve that 
problem. I urge my colleagues to sup
port it and look forward to its early 
passage.e 

THE AIDS EPIDEMIC 

HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

• Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, today 
I would like to call my colleagues' at
tention to a real need for biomedical 
research-research on treatment and 
therapy for AIDS. As the numbers 
that I will submit demonstrate, the 
need is growing stronger every day. 

Over the past 5 weeks I have been 
reporting the Centers for Disease Con
trol's statistics of the AIDS epidemic. 
During that time, more than a thou
sand new cases have been reported. If 
the epidemic continues to grow at this 
rate, it can be conservatively estimated 
that by 1990 there will be over a quar
ter of a million American cases of the 
disease. 

Although the Secretary of HHS once 
made public promises that a vaccine 
against the disease would be ready by 
next spring, scientists working on the 
study of the disease-both researchers 
within the Public Health Service and 
medical school and university re
searchers-do not expect a vaccine to 
be available within the next 10 years. 
Many of the same scientists estimate 
that between 1 and 2 million Ameri
cans have already been exposed to the 
virus, and that over the next 2 to 5 
years 10 percent of them will contract 
the disease. 

I cannot quarrel with most of the 
Public Health Service's initial prior
ities: When funds were severely ra
tioned by the administration, the 
OMB, and the Department of Health 
and Human Services, it seemed reason
able to attempt first to understand the 
workings of the disease and to try to 
find means of preventing it. While the 
number of cases escalates geometrical
ly, every year saved by prevention re
search avoids another doubling of 
cases in the future. 

But when preventive measures are 
so far away, we cannot continue a 
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policy that rations funds so severely. 
We cannot dismiss the loss of 250,000 
Americans. As part of the 1986 budget, 
we must devote significant resources 
to research on the treatment of the 
disease, as well as to its ultimate pre
vention. Perhaps if the administration 
had paid attention to its own scientists 
and begun comprehensive research at 
the beginning of the outbreak, we 
might now be able to predict preven
tive measures and we might not need 
to plan for the sickness and death of a 
quarter of a million citizens. Since the 
funding of the AIDS epidemic has 
been too little too late, we must now 
pay double and double again, first for 
prevention research and then for 
treatment research as well. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit the following 
statistics for the week ending June 16: 

ACQUIRED IMMUNE DEFICIENCY SYNDROME [AIDS] WEEKLY 
SURVEILLANCE REPORT, JUNE 17, 1985, U.S. CASES 

Reported Reported 
cases deaths 

Adult/adolescent .......... ....... .......... .... .... .. .. ..... ...... ........ ......... 10,879 5,345 
Pediatric (under 13 at diagnosis) ...... ..... ... ......................... 1,312 96 

----
Total............... ..................... ......... ... ......... .... 11,010 5,441 

Age of AIDS patients 
Under 13 ........................................... 131 
13 to 19.............................................. 61 
20 to 29.............................................. 2,310 
30 to 39.............................................. 5,212 
40 to 49.............................................. 2,305 
Over 49.............................................. 991 

----
Total........................................ 11,010 

Residence: 
New York ..................................... . 
California ..................................... . 
Florida .......................................... . 
New Jersey ................................... . 
Texas ............................................ . 
Pennsylvania ............................... . 
Illinois ........................................... . 
Massachusetts ............................. . 
Georgia ......................................... . 
District of Columbia ................. .. 

~~rsi:~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Puerto Rico .................................. . 
Connecticut ................................. . 
Washington ................................. . 
Virginia ......................................... . 
Colorado ....................................... . 
Michigan ...................................... . 
Ohio .............................................. . 
Missouri ........................................ . 
North Carolina ............................ . 
Arizona ......................................... . 
Hawaii ........................................... . 
Indiana ......................................... . 
Oregon .......................................... . 
Minnesota .................................... . 
Kentucky ..................................... . 
South Carolina ............................ . 
Wisconsin ..................................... . 
Alabama ....................................... . 
Oklahoma .................................... . 
Delaware ...................................... . 
Nevada .......................................... . 
Rhode Island ............................... . 
Utah .............................................. . 
Tennessee ..................................... . 
Other States (12) ........................ . 

4,030 
2,546 

728 
688 
548 
226 
219 
201 
175 
170 
138 
127 
124 
123 
113 
96 
88 
68 
68 
53 
53 
48 
36 
34 
33 
26 
25 
25 
25 
22 
19 
14 
14 
14 
13 
12 
68 ----

Total........................................ 11,010• 
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. ROBERT E. WISE, JR. 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

•Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, at the be
ginning of today's proceedings, I 
missed a quorum call, rollcall No. 161. 

Having just been to the floor, and 
having been advised that the next vote 
would be on a motion to suspend the 
rules and pass H.R. 2369, I returned to 
my office to attend a previously sched
uled meeting. This meeting, with Adm. 
Tom Davies and Ambassador Jim 
Leonard, was at my request and con
cerned the upcoming vote on funding 
for chemical weapons. I deemed this 
meeting too important to miss. 

Thank you.e 

FIRST DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 
ARTS COMPETITION WINNER 

HON. CHARLES A. HAYES 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

•Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, today I 
would like to ask my colleagues to join 
with me in honoring an outstanding 
student from my district, Mr. John 
Davis. John is the first place winner of 
the First Congressional District of Illi
nois Art Competition with an entry 
entitled, Ida B. Wells. 

John was born in Chicago in 1968 
and attended the Robert S. Abbott El
ementary School. He is now a junior at 
Simeon Vocation High School and 
plans to pursue his studies in commer
cial art at the Art Institute of Chicago 
upon graduation next year. 

I extend to John my congratulations 
on his accomplishment and I com
mend him on his artistic ability. He is 
truly an inspiration to those young 
artists who will follow him. I know 
that all of my colleagues will join me 
in wishing him the very best in all his 
future endeavors.e 

SHADOWBOXING OVER THE 
ISSUE OF RECONCILIATION IN
STRUCTIONS 

HON. LYNN MARTIN 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, throughout the House
Senate budget conference, Mr. DOMEN· 
rcr and Mr. GRAY have been shadow
boxing over the issue of reconciliation 
instructions. This has not received 
much attention during the budget 
debate. No one quite understands it 
and it sounds a bit boring. 

Reconciliation gives the individual 
committees of the House and Senate 
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the maximum power and leverage to 
implement the savings in spending 
that the Congress wishes. The final 
recommendation on every individual 
program is reserved absolutely to the 
committees with jurisdiction over the 
programs. After all, a nice juicy di
vorce between committees sounds 
much more exciting than reconcilia
tion. 

Mr. DoMENrcr wants reconciliation 
instructions which mandate a certain 
level of savings. Mr. GRAY says many 
of the spending reductions-mainly 
nondef ense discretionary programs
can be taken care of through the 
normal authorization-appropriations 
process. Mr. Speaker, if we are serious 
about deficit reduction, we must be 
willing to make major program re
forms and adopt strict reconciliation 
instructions. 

For fiscal year 1986, the House 
budget reconciles $11 billion out of 
$56.6 billion in reductions. The Senate 
budget reconciles $29.4 billion out of 
$56 billion in reductions. These num
bers highlight the significant differ
ences between the House and Senate 
budgets. The Senate also achieves 
major reductions in the outyears while 
the House does not. 

The contracting-out provision is an
other example of illusory savings. The 
House budget estimates a $3.9 billion 
savings from reducing contracting-out 
services. These savings will be 
achieved by having the Federal work
ers perform the work that has been 
done by outside contractors. At the 
same time, the budget calls for a 2-per
cent reduction in the Federal work
force. Therefore, fewer workers will be 
responsible for more work product. 
This is as unlikely a scenario as the 
authorizing committee chairman 
agreeing to the policy in the first 
place. 

Even when the conferees agree on 
the numbers, the House would rely on 
the appropriations process to see that 
the numbers are ultimately achieved. 
As demonstrated by our annual sup
plemental appropriations bill, this is 
rarely the case. 

Mr. Speaker, we must insist on strict 
budget reconciliation, make the tough 
policy decisions which will give us 
large spending reductions in the out
years. This is the only way to guaran
tee to our constituents and the finan
cial markets that we are indeed serious 
about deficit reduction. It desperately 
matters whether the House or Senate 
"wins" the custody battle; real savings 
depends on the decision on reconcilia
tion.e 
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BETTER DEFENSE FOR LESS 

MONEY 

HON. ST AN LUNDINE 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. LUNDINE. Mr. Speaker, on the 
eve of our consideration of the De
fense authorization for fiscal year 
1986, I wish to share an article from 
the New York Times of June 9, 1985. 
This thoughtful piece by Mr. Paul 
Warnke, former Director of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, un
derscores my belief that spending 
more money on defense does not nec
essarily make us more secure. Insofar 
as national security requires a healthy 
economy as well as a strong defense, 
we must strike a sensible balance in 
defense spending in these times of 
budgetary strife. 

To quote Mr. Warnke, "cuts in de
fense spending, properly made, com
bined with investment in greater con
ventional clout, can significantly en
hance America's long-term military ef
fectiveness." I commend this article to 
the attention of my colleagues in the 
hope that it will enrich the debate 
over the crucial issue. 

CFrom the New York Times, June 9, 19851 
To CUT MILITARY SPENDING 

<By Paul C. Warnke> 
WASHINGTON.-The momentum of the 

Reagan Administration's military buildup 
finally has been slowed. Congress has made 
clear that the once sacrosanct defense 
budget must bear a portion of the deficit
cutting burden. With the overall spending 
level chosen, the crucial process of deciding 
what and where to cut begins. How these re
ductions are made will affect the shape and 
direction of national security policy for the 
rest of this century. 

Unfortunately, the easiest, least political
ly painful cuts will not correct the buildup's 
fundamental problem-buying too many 
weapons to quickly. Traditionally, Congress 
has shied away from canceling weapons sys
tems in favor of reducing the funds to man 
and maintain them. This yields savings 
more quickly because such funds are spent 
immediately, whereas weapons production 
costs are spread over several years. 

Yet because the Reagan program concen
trates on arms procurement <spending has 
more than doubled in the last five years> 
genuine attempts to restrain defense costs 
cannot succeed unless weapons programs 
are cut. Otherwise, like a sponge temporari
ly squeezed dry, the defense budget will 
grow back to its original size as earlier com
mitments to purchase hardware come due. 

Ironically, debate fails to focus on the real 
alternative-America could have more capa
ble forces at a substantially lower cost. In
vesting in improved conventional capability 
to meet the most realistic threats, and thor
oughly weeding out redundant or misdirect
ed weapons programs, would provide better 
defense and significant savings. To demon-

, strate this, the Committee for National Se
curity has prepared such an alternative. 
Using data complied by William Kaufmann 
of Harvard, a defense budget adviser to Re
publican and Democratic Administrations 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
since the 1960's, the study offers an alterna
tive five-year defense plan that would save 
millions of dollars while enhancing military 
strength. 

Beefing up conventional forces requires 
two important changes from the current 
program. One is increased funding for the 
National Guard and all military reserves. 
Without a return to the draft, they are the 
only source of manpower in the face of the 
continuing shortage of 18- to 22-year-olds 
until the late 1990's. Second, is a shift from 
buying cargo aircraft to buying fast trans
port planes. The Administration's pro
grammed investment in airlift prepares 
America to respond quickly only to a crisis 
in Europe. Fast sealift could deliver more at 
a lower cost, and enable America to meet si
multaneous contingencies in Europe, the 
Middle East and Korea. 

The committee also recommends restart
ing production of A-10 aircraft, to give the 
Army better close air support during a land 
battle's crucial early stages. Even accepting 
the Administration's prefervid view of the 
external threat we face, American forces 
could be substantially better shaped and 
prepared. 

The savings would result from the con
certed effort to restore order to the defense 
budget. Some ill-conceived or misdirected 
Administration programs must be scaled 
back or canceled. 

Two examples are the overblown, oversold 
Strategic Defense Initiative ("Star Wars") 
and the 600-ship Navy. Holding Star Wars 
funding to fiscal 1985 levels would insure a 
necessary research capability but avoid the 
risk of stimulating an offensive and defen
sive arms race that would leave us with 
more nuclear arms and less security than 
before. 

The Navy has failed to make the case for 
expanding from 12 to 15 aircraft carrier 
battle groups: 12 provided ample means to 
protect sea lanes and, when advisable, to 
project American power in the third world. 
Over the next five years, injecting realism 
into these two programs could save $83 bil
lion from the Administration's initial pro
posals. 

Further savings would result from elimi
nating weapons systems with overlapping 
missions. Haunted by its vision of awesome 
Soviet military might, the Administration 
has concentrated on buying as many weap
ons as quickly as possible, but has shown 
only minimal concern for whether these 
new systems are really necessary. The Ad
ministration also appears enamored of the 
supposed symbolic value of a big defense 
budget to impress the Russians with our re
solve. This apparently carries more weight 
than curbing the services' penchant for 
each developing its own weapons for its own 
purposes, regardless of the resulting dupli
cation. From the numerous systems for 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization air de
fenses to the nuclear programs for "hard 
target kill capabilities," the budget land
scape is increasingly littered with redundant 
weaponry. 

Canceling the least effective of the dupli
cative systems would save billions and, more 
important, provide the basis for a sound, 
sustainable program. As the budget battle 
rages, remember that cuts in defense spend
ing, properly made, combined with invest
ment in greater conventional clout. can sig
nificantly enhance America's long-term 
military effectiveness. Without that per
spective, an important opportunity to re
store realistic objectives and the programs 
to fulfill them, will be lost.e 
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SUPERFUND CLEANUP TECHNOL

OGY RESEARCH AND DEMON
STRATION ACT OF 1985 

HON. JAMES H. SCHEUER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to be one of the original co
sponsors of the Superfund Clean-up 
Technology Research and Demonstra
tion Act of 1985, introduced today by 
Mr. TORRICELLI. 

Over the last several years, the Sub
committee on Natural Resources, Agri
culture Research and Environment of 
the Committee on Science and Tech
nology, which I chair, has heard testi
mony about the agonzingly slow pace 
and poor quality of Superfund clean
ups. We asked the Office of Technolo
gy Assessment to study whether ad
vanced technologies could help play a 
role in achieving permanent and cost
eff ective cleanups of our Nation's 
abandoned hazardous wastesites. 

In May, OTA released the final 
report on Superfund strategies at a 
hearing before the subcommittee. 
OTA found that the Environmental 
Protection Agency's typical method 
for cleaning up Superfund site consist
ed of a combination of removing con
taminated materials to new hazardous 
waste disposal sites and the construc
tion of containment barriers to reduce 
the migration of wastes from the site. 
But the OT A report noted major prob
lems with both methods. Many of the 
disposal sites to which Superfund 
wastes were being brought were them
selves leaking and threatening ground 
water. Containment barriers could not 
provide permanent protection. In es
sence, Superfund cleanups were a so
phisticated shell game, in which the 
risk from hazardous wastes was being 
shuffled from one community to an
other and from one generation to an
other. 

At the same time, the OT A report 
noted the potential of several promis
ing new technologies to cleanup Su
perfund sites permanently, by render
ing the wastes, themselves nonhazar
dous. The report listed a plethora of 
physical, chemical, and biological tech
nologies which could be used at Super
fund sites to reduce permanently and 
significantly the hazard of toxic 
wastes. 

Yet, as the OTA report and our 
hearings have demonstrated, EPA has 
done little to encourage the develop
ment and use of these new technol
ogies. Direct research funds support
ing development and demonstration 
are limited. Further, EPA's programs 
are biased against new technolog', ·s. 
While EPA requires new technologies 
to demonstrate their effectiveness 
before being used in cleanup actions, 
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EPA has used conventional contain
ment techniques which have not been 
proven to be effective for hazardous 
wastes. Further, EPA has given no 
guidance to developers of new technol
ogies on the proper tests and proce
dures which they must use in order to 
prove their effectiveness to EPA's sat
isfaction. Because of this regulatory 
attitude and the uncertainty it creates, 
many technology firms are finding it 
difficult to raise research funds from 
the priviate sector. 

The bill introduced today is a signifi
cant step toward turning this sorry sit
uation around. It harnesses the power 
of technology to help in the battle to 
clean up the hazardous byproducts of 
technology. 

The Superfund Clean-up Research 
and Demonstration Act of 1985 pro
motes the use of alternative and inno
vative treatment technologies in the 
Superfund Program, provides needed 
funds for research and development of 
such technologies, and creates other 
incentives for the development of such 
technologies. The bill establishes 10 
national technology demonstration 
sites, one in each EPA region, and re
quires the Administrator to carry out 
coordinated demonstration projects at 
those sites. EPA is also required to es
tablish procedures by which new tech
nologies can prove to EPA and the 
public that they are safe and effective. 

This bill requires a small investment 
in order to ensure that the billions of 
dollars we will be spending on clean
ups of hazardous wastesites will be 
buying more than an elaborate shell 
game, a game that represents an intol
erable gamble with the public health 
and environment. By removing the 
regulatory obstacles, and by providing 
some modest support for the entrepre
neurs and innovators who are develop
ing this technology, we can begin to 
develop the new technologies that can 
destroy and detoxify hazardous waste. 
I urge my colleagues to join us in sup
porting this important legislation 
during the Superfund reauthoriza
tion.e 

CUBAN INDEPENDENCE DAY: A 
DAY OF PRIDE AND HOPE 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to note that May 20 was the 83d 
anniversary of Cuban independence-a 
day of pride and hope for Cubans 
worldwide. 

It was a day of pride because of the 
accomplishments that that day repre
sents. Cuba's attainment of independ
ence from Spain marked the end of an 
older tyrannical order of imperial rule 
and the advancement of the most just 
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system known to man today, democra
cy. This historical development was 
one we in America cherish. Like our 
forefathers Thomas Jefferson and 
George Washington, Jose Marti, the 
leader of the Cuban struggle, valued 
most highly his people's aspirations of 
independence and freedom. It is no co
incidence that Marti's search for liber
ty did, in fact, bring him to America, 
where in New York for 14 years he or
ganized his patriotic quest. 

However, despite the valiant efforts 
of Marti and the successful aid the 
United States offered Cuba in the 
Spanish-American War, the Cuban 
people once again find themselves sub
jected to the same despotism suffered 
under the reign of the Spanish empire. 
Deprived of the freedom to speak and 
think, to pursue life, liberty, and hap
piness in accordance with their natu
ral rights, the Cuban people individ
ually and collectively are prevented 
from achieving their potential by the 
Soviet Union's and Castro's systematic 
suppression. 

Therefore, the Cubans look to May 
20 not only with pride in their past, 
but with hope for the future. The 
Cuban people have fought for and at
tained liberty before and they will do 
so again. May 20 stands not only for 
the independence gained by Jose 
Marti, but for the hope for a new inde
pendence, a new winning of freedom 
and autonomy. We in the United 
States join the Cuban people in antici
pation of this new independence, ea
gerly awaiting the international bene
fits a truly free Cuba will offer.e 

IMPROVING THE SECURITY AT 
FOREIGN AIRPORTS 

HON. NORMAN Y. MINETA 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, the 
recent hijacking by terrorists of TWA 
flight 847 brings into sharp relief the 
need for stronger U.S. involvement in 
improving the security at foreign air
ports that are served by U.S. carriers 
and by foreign carriers flying to U.S. 
points. 

There are several things that can be 
done to help improve the level of secu
rity at these foreign airports as well as 
warning U.S. passengers of airports 
that should be considered a risk. I am 
Joining with several of my distin
guished colleagues of the House Public 
Works and Transportation Committee 
to introduce legislation that requires 
the Secretary of Transportation to 
conduct assessments of security meas
ures at foreign airports served by U.S. 
carriers and foreign carriers that serve 
U.S. points. The security assessment 
will cover both physical and personnel 
security measures, including passenger 
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and baggage security on the ground 
and in the air, the use of detection de
vices, airport security forces and their 
training, and the control of access to 
the airport. 

In conducting these assessments, the 
Secretary of Transportation is to use, 
as a minimum, the current interna
tional standards, recommended prac
tices and procedures adopted by the 
International Civil Aviation Organiza
tion CICAOl as set forth in annex 17 
to the Convention on International 
Civil Aviation and related documents. 
Among the groups and agencies which 
participated in the development of 
these standards and procedures are 
the 156 nations that are members of 
ICAO, the International Criminal 
Police Organization, the Airport Asso
ciations Coordinating Council, the 
International Air Transport Associa
tion, and the International Federation 
of Air Line Pilots' Associations. 

If the airports are found to be defi
cient from the ICAO standards, this 
legislation will require the Secretary 
of Transportation to notify the for
eign authorities of the deficiencies and 
make recommendations to bring them 
up to international standards. If those 
standards are not met in 120 days, the 
Secretary is required to publish the 
name of that airport in the Federal 
Register, to post the name of that air
port at all U.S. airports having airline 
service, and to require that the airlines 
notify all U.S. passengers who wish to 
travel to these airports. 

In addition to such mandatory publi
cation, the Secretary of Transporta
tion is authorized to suspend, revoke, 
or impose conditions on the authority 
of any carrier, United States or for
eign, operating between that airport 
and the United States. Such action is 
to be taken only after consultation 
with the appropriate foreign authori
ties and only after approval of the 
Secretary of State. 

Through such action, we can reduce, 
if not eliminate, the danger to Ameri
can citizens flying abroad and bring 
some indirect economic sanctions to 
bear on any foreign government 
choosing to ignore these international 
safety standards. 

This recent epidemic of hijackings 
suggests that we have not seen the last 
of efforts by terrorists to seize aircraft 
containing U.S. citizens. We have to 
stop this sort of crime. We should im
plement security procedures designed 
to protect our citizens. That is what 
this legislation is designed to do. 

It has become obvious that the inter
national aviation community-the air
lines, FAA, Air Line Pilots Association, 
and ICAO-and the U.S. State Depart
ment have all known for a long time of , 
extreme security problems at Athens 
Airport. What is less clear is why nei
ther the FAA nor the State Depart
ment has acted on this information 
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under the existing security provisions 
contained in section 1115 of the Feder
al Aviation Act. 

The fact that it took last Friday's 
tragic events to focus attention on the 
lax security at Athens Airport and the 
apparent inadequacies in existing law 
to correct the situation to protect the 
safety of Americans flying abroad is 
inexcusable. I hope we can now exer
cise the political will necessary to 
ensure that adequate protections are 
adopted so no more Americans will 
have to experience the terror and 
horror experienced by the passengers 
and crew of TWA flight 847.e 

TRIBUTE TO JUNE THOMPSON 

HON. JAMES J. FLORIO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

• Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to call your attention to June 
Thompson, a gifted teacher from my 
district who has brought music and 
song to children for the last 25 years. 

I commend June, who is retiring this 
year, for sharing her talent and dedi
cation to music with the young people 
of our community. A good education 
requires not only English, mathemat
ics, and science, but the fine arts as 
well. June has demonstrated this by 
enriching the lives of her students 
with the appreciation of music. 

The four elementary schools in 
Haddon Township, where June taught 
for the last 16 years, will greatly miss 
her special contribution. South Jersey 
is proud and grateful that people like 
her are involved with the education of 
their children. I thank June for her 
many years of service and wish her all 
the best in her retirement. 

I am inserting for the RECORD an ar
ticle which appeared in the Courier
Post telling of June Thompson's re
tirement and career. 

[From the Courier-Post, June 17, 19851 
HADDON TOWNSHIP MUSIC TEACHER PLANS 

NEWTuNE 
<By Eileen Stilwell) 

HADDON TOWNSHIP.-June Thompson, a 
veteran elementary school music teacher 
here is a symphony of stories. 

"I remember a Christmas concert for the 
parents, and the kindergarten children were 
singing carols. Somebody made a mistake 
and everybody stopped, except one 5-year
old girl who sang the entire rest of the song 
by herself," said Thompson roaring with 
laughter at the memory. 

But Thompson, who will retire next week 
after 25 years of bringing music and song to 
students in grades kindergarten through 
six, clipped the laugh short to emerge as a 
critic. 

"The little girl had a good voice and she 
knew it and she had a tremendous amount 
of poise. The audience loved her," she 
added. 

Then there was the trumpet player, a 
little boy with a lot of talent, but no encour
agement from his parents. 
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"I could see he was losing interest and his 

parents didn't care. It was very sad to 
watch, but very few kids have the self-disci
pline to continue to practice on thir own." 

Thompson, a native of Toms River, has 
spent the last 16 years teaching general 
music and directing choral groups at four of 
Haddon Township's five elementary schools. 

Formerly, she taught music in Rumson 
and Berkeley townships. 

At 46, she said she is ready to retire, but 
does so with mixed emotions. She said she 
will not miss the strain of trying "to be fun 
and dynamic" for as many as eight, 30-
minute classes a day. Nor will she miss the 
triple bind of directing, policing and accom
panying the choral groups on thJ piano. 

"I've viewed my class as a valve for the 
students to let off steam from the pressure 
of their academic classes. Lots of times they 
won't loosen up until I get in there and act 
nutty. But once I do, then they know it 
must be OK for them, too." 

On the other hand, she is aware that few 
parents and school administrators take her 
classes seriously. 

"Basically, the class is perceived as a way 
to provide prep time for the other teachers 
and to generate some public relations for 
the school by holding concerts. I know aca
demics are important, but I think here they 
are too important and there's not enough 
emphasis on the arts." 

Thompson, who began piano lessons in 
second grade and also plays the flute, is not 
an advocate of formal music education for 
preschoolers. In the primary grades, she 
said she considers youngsters who can sing 
on key or dance or beat time to music excep
tional. 

As for the future, she plans to wed in Oc
tober and to relocate from a condominium 
in Maple Shade to a log cabin in Cape May 
Court House. 

"I'll probably give private lessons in piano 
and organ, but I'm not sure what else I'll do. 
I've never been married before. I've never 
owned a single-family home before. And I've 
been going to school since I was 4. So come 
Labor Day, I'm looking forward to a lot of 
changes."• 

NATIONAL SIDS AWARENESS 
WEEK 

HON. GEORGE MILLER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, each day between 15 and 20 
seemingly healthy inf ants die of 
sudden infant death syndrome, com
monly known as SIDS. This makes 
SIDS the leading cause of death 
among children between 1 week and 1 
year old. 

Although SIDS-formerly called crib 
death-is not new, little is known 
about this frightening phenomenon. 
Striking unexpectedly during periods 
when infants are thought to be nap
ping or asleep, SIDS claims the lives of 
an estimated 6,000 to 7 ,000 inf ants 
each year. 

The loss of an inf ant due to SIDS 
creates enormous hardship for parents 
and siblings. In addition to the grief 
which accompanies the loss of any 

16171 
child, the families of SIDS victims 
often experience feelings of guilt and 
confusion. 

In the past several years, progress 
has been made toward understanding 
SIDS. Yet because funding for SIDS 
research is very limited, diagnosis and 
prevention of SIDS remain unattained 
goals. 

The resolution I am introducing 
today with 83 of my colleagues will 
designate October 6-12, 1985 as "Na
tional SIDS Awareness Week." It is 
our hope that by calling national at
tention to SIDS, we can promote a 
greater understanding of this mysteri
ous and tragic medical phenomenon. 

NATIONAL SIDS AWARENESS WEEK 
To provide for the designation of the week 

beginning October 6, 1985, as "National 
Sudden Infant Death Syndrome Awareness 
Week." 

Resolved by the Senate and the House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

Whereas Sudden Infant Death Syndrome 
is a recognized disease entity which kills 
thousands of infants each year in the 
United States; 

Whereas Sudden Infant Death Syndrome 
is the leading killer of infants between the 
age of one week and one year; 

Whereas Sudden Infant Death Syndrome 
knows no boundaries of race, ethnic group, 
region, class or country; 

Whereas the victims of Sudden Infant 
Death Syndrome are babies who appear 
healthy but who nonetheless die without 
warning during sleep and nap time; 

Whereas the parents and siblings of 
Sudden Infant Death Syndrome often 
suffer anguish because many people are un
aware of the existence of the pernicious 
killer; 

Whereas research is underway throughout 
the world to identify the causes and process 
of the syndrome and to treat infants who 
can be identified as potential victims; and 

Whereas an increase in the national 
awareness of the problem of Sudden Infant 
Death Syndrome may ease the burden of 
the families of victims and may stimulate 
interest in increased research into the 
causes and the cure of Sudden Infant Death 
Syndrome: Now, therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate and the House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
week beginning October 6, 1985, is designat
ed as "National Sudden Infant Death Syn
drome Awareness Week," and the President 
is authorized and requested to issue a proc
lamation calling upon the people of the 
United States to observe this week with ap
propriate activities. 

COSPONSORS OF NATIONAL SIDS AWARENESS 
WEEK 

Mr. Garcia, Ms. Oakar, Mr. Ackerman, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Dymally, Mr. Udall, Mr. 
Waxman, Mr. Yates, Mr. Heftel, Mr. 
Daschle, Mrs. Burton, Mr. Lehman of Flori
da, Mr. Murphy, Mrs. Holt, Mr. Owens, Mr. 
Weiss, Mr. Towns, Mr. Rose, Mr. Skelton, 
Mr. Dwyer, Mr. Scheuer, Mr. Chappie, Mr. 
Berman, Mr. Anthony, Mr. Savage, Mr. 
Lightfoot, Mr. Dellums. 

Mr. Stokes, Mr. Rangel, Mr. Rowland, Mr. 
Bevill, Mr. Smith of Florida, Mr. DeWine, 
Mr. Conte, Mr. Fazio, Mr. Richardson, Mrs. 
Boxer, Mr. Burton of Indiana, Mr. Mikulski, 
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Mr. Robinson, Mr. Hughes, Mr. de la Garza, 
Mr. Morrison of Connecticut, Mr. Martinez, 
Mr. Roe, Mr. Levin, Mr. Coelho, Mr. Vento, 
Mr. Hoyer, Mr. Akaka, Mr. Applegate, Mr. 
Leach, Mr. Barnes, Mrs. Bentley. 

Mr. Traficant, Mr. Boner, Mr. Wolf, Mr. 
Young of Alaska, Mr. Young of Missouri, 
Mr. Wortley, Mr. Wolpe, Mr. Addabbo, Mr. 
Tallon, Mr. McHugh, Mr. Walgren, Mr. Tor
ricelli, Mr. Brown of California, Mr. Coyne, 
Mr. Conyers, Mr. Darden, Mr. Daub, Mr. 
Donnelly, Mr. Coats, Mr. Dyson, Mr. Emer
son, Mr. Snyder, Mr. Erdreich, Mr. Sabo, 
Mr. LaFalce, Mr. Valentine, Mr. Foglietta, 
Ms. Snowe, Mr. Dowdy, Mr. Russo.e 

BILL WARE, A MAN OF 
PRINCIPLE AND VISION 

HON. CHARLES A. HAYES 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. HA YES. Mr. Speaker, I join 
with the mayor of Chicago and our 
former colleague, Harold Washington 
and staff, his family, friends, and asso
ciates in paying tribute to William F. 
Ware who died on May 23, 1985. 

William F. Ware was that rare 
person who fully integrated high 
standards of professionalism with 
action on behalf of important social 
principles. For Bill, oppression and 
denial of equal justice under law any
where were a threat to persons every
where. With his intellect, meticulous 
legal mind, and preparation at the 
best schools, he could have advanced 
his own personal and professional in
terests in many ways-as a highly paid 
lobbyist, private practice attorney,· or 
corporate executive. That he did not is 
its own testimony to Bill's worth and 
dedication to public service. 

His first Washington, DC job with 
the Southern Africa Project of the 
Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights 
Under Law was an example of his far
sightedness and commitment. Today, 
the aggregious abuses of apartheid are 
very much a part of the public con
sciousness. In 1974 and 1975, however, 
Bill already understood that the bar
barous disfranchisement and oppres
sion of the majority black population 
in South Africa had relevance and re
verberations for the struggle for 
equality in the United States. 

As legislative director of the Ameri
can Civil Liberties Union, Bill won the 
respect and support of his colleagues 
in Washington, DC, and around the 
country, for his work on the Bakke 
case, affirmative action, privacy, and 
civil rights. 

In 1976, the new Chair of the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commis
sion, Eleanor Holmes Norton, recog
nized Bill's talent and legislative prow
ess and appointed him Director of Leg
islative Affairs. During his tenure, 
Bill's competence proved indispensible. 
Largely through legislative activity, 
the EEOC obtained major new author-
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ity for equal employment opportunity 
policy development and enforcement 
in the Federal sector, coordination re
sponsibility for all Federal equal em
ployment opportunity and affirmative 
action statutes, and reformed the pro
cedures of complaint resolution. Bill 
had significant influence in the Agen
cy's strides toward mounting effective 
systemic title VII litigation. He played 
a major role as the Agency grappled 
with the implications of the landmark 
Weber affirmative action case and 
sought to interpret title VII mandates 
in the context of new policy areas 
such as sexual harassment and em
ployee pensions. 

After a return to Capitol Hill as ad
ministrative assistant to Representa
tive Harold Washington, who served 
on the House Judiciary and Education 
and Labor Committees, Bill provided 
pivotal leadership in the face of alarm
ing and spiraling attacks on civil rights 
legislation. Working side by side with 
his colleagues, Bill played a key role in 
the successful reauthorization of the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965, in efforts to 
pass immigration reform and the 
equal rights amendment, and in at
tempting to fight back the Reagan ad
ministration's determined efforts to 
curtail the reach and implementation 
of civil rights laws. 

Through it all, Bill's intellect, ana
lytic ability, commitment, tenacity and 
vision helped create and preserve laws 
designed to protect and crea.te genuine 
equality. His value in these struggles 
cannot be overstated, but his charac
teristic modesty often denied him 
credit from all but his closest friends. 
Those who worked with him cannot 
now remain silent about the impact 
that he had upon us, and upon the 
most critical issues of his all too brief 
time among us. 

His most recent experience as chief 
of staff and deputy mayor of the city 
of Chicago drew upon these strengths 
and experiences. Bill added a new di
mension, as he sought to apply, in 
practical ways, the principles for 
which he fought and by which his life 
was guided. It was no surprise to us 
that Bill was reform minded in his ap
proach to his role, since much about 
the city of his birth cried out for 
reform. It also came as no surprise 
that the tenacity and diligence that 
characterized his life would be 
brought to bear on his new task-not 
always winning friends and perhaps 
creating new enemies, but always earn
ing respect. That respect which he 
consistently compelled from all those 
with whom he came in contact was the 
hallmark of his professional and pri
vate life. 

Mr. Ware received his undergradu
ate and law degrees from the Universi
ty of Chicago. He is survived by his 
parents, Mr. and Mrs. William L. 
Ware, a brother, Philippe Ware, a 
sister, Patricia Ware Owens all of Chi-
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cago, IL and his fiance, Ethel Brooks 
of Washington, DC. 

While we share their sorrow, we are 
grateful for the time we had with Bill 
and the contributions that he made. 
Each of us can say that Bill Ware was 
indeed special. He will be missed, and 
warmly remembered.• 

SERVICE CREDITS FOR THE EL
DERLY-AN IDEA WHOSE TIME 
HAS COME 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, as an 
original member of the House Select 
Committee on Aging, I wish to call to 
the attention of my colleagues an arti
cle which appeared today in the New 
York Daily News written by the na
tionally syndicated columnist William 
Raspberry. 

The article focuses on a new pro
gram operating in several States 
which holds great national promise. It 
is called service credits. It involves 
senior citizens receiving credit for spe
cial services they might require by 
doing volunteer work for others. This 
program is now underway in Florida 
and Missouri and is under consider
ation in the District of Columbia. 

The idea is a novel one and worthy 
of further consideration by the indi
vidual States and perhaps as a nation
al program. In due course, I would 
hope to explore this issue as part of a 
hearing in my Subcommittee on 
Human Services. In the interim, I urge 
my colleagues to review this article. 

CREDITS WHERE THEY'RE DUE 
<By William Raspberry> 

WASHINGTON.-Edgar Cahn, who exudes 
ideas as easily as the rest of us exude sweat, 
was in town last week trying to sell his 
latest brainchild to the District of Columbia 
government. The idea is "service credits," 
and my advice is: Buy it. 

Florida already has. The Legislature there 
recently passed Cahn's proposal, and as a 
result, senior citizens in that state are now 
able to earn the special services they require 
by doing volunteer work for others. A simi
lar program has been in operation in Mis
souri since early this year. 

Depending on their energy and skill, the 
seniors earn the service credits by providing 
tutorial help, day care, technical advice or 
respite care <"say you're taking care of an 
older relative and you need to get away for 
a day or two to take care of personal busi
ness or Just to preserve your sanity"). The 
credits thus generated can be used to pur
chase respite care or up to five days a week 
of homemaker help, including shopping, 
meals or companion services. The entire ar
rangement is computerized, and no money 
changes hands. 

"In theory, private-market mechanisms 
are supposed to supply what people want," 
says Cahn, a law professor and research 
fellow at the Southeast Florida Center on 
Aging. "But the medium of exchange under 



June 18, 1985 
that theory is money and elder citizens 
often don't have it." So he has created a 
new currency: service credits. 

"I looked around and I said 'This is 
crazy.' " Cahn says, explaining the genesis 
of the idea. "We're putting old people on 
the scrapheap and at the same time, the 
need for services keeps building up while 
the money to pay for them is diminishing. 
Money is supposed to take care of this, but 
it occurred to me that the real value is not 
money but service." 

He describes his service-credit plan as "a 
mix between the old blood-bank idea and a 
state-operated barter system." Like a blood 
bank, participants can build up credits 
against future need; like a barter system, it 
allows them to purchase services without 
cash. 

Under the Florida act, only persons aged 
60 or older can earn the credits; either that 
person or their spouse can draw on the cred
its. 

But that is just the beginning, says Cahn, 
who is the author of the Neighborhood 
Legal Services Program, a leader in Indian 
services reform and, with his wife, Jean 
Camper Cahn, a co-founder of Washington's 
Antioch School of Law. 

"The Florida law also provides for experi
mental programs, which means the idea can 
expand drastically. You could have mem
bers of a congregation earning credits for 
older members so they don't have to go into 
nursing homes. The Little Havana Nutrition 
Center in Miami is already committed to a 
program that would have older people run 
day-care centers and tutor young people, 
with the parents paying for the service by 
driving or providing other services." 

Interest in the idea is spreading. Already, 
the Southeast Community Hospital Founda
tion here is doing preliminary computer and 
market studies to launch the program. 

Eastern Airlines is working out details of a 
plan that would use its retirees to provide 
technical advice for mechanics and other 
service personnel, with the seniors earning 
the opportunity for travel packages. An
other program would use retired journey
men to teach young people the skills neces
sary to render homes and apartments bar
rier-free for the handicapped. The young 
workers not only learn job skills but also 
gain the chance to obtain low-interest loans 
for technical school and community college 
tuition. 

"When a society has vast unmet needs and 
at the same time large numbers of talented, 
energetic, potentially productive human 
beings for whom it has no use, then some
thing is wrong," Cahn says. 

He has come up with a brilliant idea for 
setting it right.e 

REGARDING THE MONEY LAUN-
DERING AND RELATED 
CRIMES ACT OF 1985 

HON. BILL McCOLLUM 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to join several distinguished col
leagues in the introduction of the 
most comprehensive response to the 
growing phenomenon of money laun
dering. This important bill is Presi
dent Reagan's Money Laundering and 
Related Crimes Act of 1985. This new 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
proposal is the culmination of exten
sive work and is in response to the 
growing realization that this activity is 
the lifeblood of much violent, criminal 
activity in the United States. As drug 
trafficking has increased in this 
Nation, so have the number of seem
ingly legitimate business persons de
voted to moving drug profits through 
the banking system. The seriousness 
of this activity has eluded many of us 
because the typical money launderer 
has little in common with the sleazy, 
gun-toting drug dealer he services. For 
example, a hooded witness told the 
Subcommittee on Crime last week that 
one condition precedent to his involve
ment in the money laundering which 
ultimately led to his arrest and convic
tion was that he was a well-dressed 
business man. 

The white collar nature of money 
laundering does not diminish the 
wrongfulness of this service industry. 
Money laundering is no less onerous 
than the organzed crimes it promotes. 
Federal law enforcement officials esti
mate that $50-$75 billion in illegal 
drug money is earned in the United 
States each year. Some $5 to $15 bil
lion of it probably moves into interna
tional financial channels and virtually 
all of it is laundered to make it look 
like it came from legitimate sources. 

The Comprehensive Crime Control 
Act of 1984, Public Law 98-473, con
tained the first recent response to the 
dramatic increase in money launder
ing. A portion of this new law im
proved our Federal law enforcement 
capacity to address the illegal exodus 
of funds from the United States for 
laundering in other nations. In Octo
ber 1984, the President's Commission 
on Organized Crime issued an interim 
report, "The Cash Convention: Orga
nized Crime, Financial Institutions 
and Money Laundering." This report 
provided an excellent and frightening 
view of the money laundering phe
nomenon. The Commission f ormulat
ed a draft legislative proposal in re
sponse to its findings, and I introduced 
this legislation as H.R. 1367 on Febru
ary 28, 1985. The chairman of the Sub
committee on Crime of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, Mr. HUGHES, also in
troduced a money laundering propos
al, H.R. 1474, in March of this year. 

Extremely beneficial information 
has been obtained from hearings on 
the subject called by the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs, Mr. ST 
GERMAIN and the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Crime of the Judici
ary Committee, Mr. HUGHES. I have 
the distinct privilege of serving on 
both committees, which must formu
late and pass any comprehensive legis
lative response to money laundering. 

The Money Laundering and Related 
Crimes Act of 1985, which we are in
troducing today, addresses both cur
rent banking and criminal laws. We 
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must call upon the expertise of mem
bers of both committees, the banking 
community and law enforcement and 
banking officials in our effort to pro
mote this important legislation. This 
body is equal to the difficult task 
before us. The proposal we are intro
ducing today provides us with an ex
cellent vehicle for our goal. It is 
founded on much research, study, ex
perience, and careful thought. 

The House of Representatives is 
duty bound to protect the banking 
system and our communities from 
money laundering. I believe that if we 
stop money laundering we would elimi
nate the profit of the underlying 
crimes because the purpose of money 
laundering is to make illegal profits 
appear as legitimate income. If this 
can be stopped, criminals would be 
unable to spend their ill-gotten gains 
without detection. 

The administration's proposal would 
make the laundering of ill-gotten gains 
a crime for the first time. The Right 
to Financial Privacy Act would be 
amended to protect financial institu
tions who wish to notify the law en
forcement community when such 
banks find themselves the unwitting 
conduits to money laundering activi
ties, the Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure would be amended to pre
vent notice to the launderer of specific 
investigations, and the Currency and 
Foreign Transactions Reporting Act 
would be amended to provide more ef
fective investigations through subpoe
na authority for the Secretary of the 
Treasury. The penalties for violations 
of the act would also be increased. Sev
eral existing criminal statutes would 
apply to the money laundering activi
ty. Finally, forfeiture of these ill
gotten gains to the Federal Govern
ment would occur under the act. 

Mr. Speaker, I am appending the fol
lowing section-by-section analysis of 
the Money Laundering and Related 
Crimes Act to the extension of my re
marks. 
SECTION BY SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE MONEY 

LAUNDERING AND RELATED CRIMES ACT OF 
1985 
Section one of the bill sets out its title, 

the "Money Laundering and Related Crimes 
Act of 1985.'' 

Section two sets out a new money launder
ing offense by adding a new section 1956 to 
title 18. 

The new section 1956 directly proscribes 
certain types of transactions involving mon
etary instruments and wire transfers of 
funds to launder the funds generated by or 
derived from illegal activity. Section 1956 
would cover any money laundering which 
affects interstate commerce. Criminal liabil
ity and civil sanctions under the new section 
may be imposed if the government can show 
that the person had actual knowledge or 
acted with reckless disregard of the fact 
that the money instruments represent the 
proceeds of an unlawful activity. 

Subsection Ca> provides that one who con
ducts, causes to be conducted, or attempts 
to conduct a transaction involving either 



16174 
the wire transfer of funds or involving mon
etary instruments, which affects interstate 
or foreign commerce or which is conducted 
through or by a financial institution which 
is engaged in or the activities of which 
affect interstate or fo'reign commerce, is 
guilty of an offense provided the govern
ment can show either of the following: first 
that the person acted with the intent to 
promote, manage, establish, carry on, or fa
cilitate the promotion, management, estab
lishment or carrying on of any unlawful ac
tivity or, second, that the person knew or 
acted in reckless disregard of the fact that 
the monetary instruments or funds repre
sent the proceeds of, or are derived directly 
or indirectly from the proceeds of, any un
lawful activity. The punishment would 
extend to imprisonment for up to twenty 
years and a fine of up to the greater of 
$250,000 or twice the value of the monetary 
instruments or wire-transferred funds in
volved in the transaction. In addition, sec
tion nine will allow for either the civil or 
criminal forfeiture of funds and proceeds 
derived from the funds involved in a viola
tion of the new section. 

Section 3 sets forth several amendments 
to the Right to Financial Privacy Act of 
1978 <Title XI of Public Law 95-630) 
C"RFPA"). These amendments further 
define the extent to which financial institu
tions may cooperate in and contribute to 
Federal law enforcement efforts without 
risking civil liability under the RFPA. 

Subsection 3(a) amends subsection 1113 of 
the Right to Financial Privacy Act, 12 
U.S.C. § 3413, to add a new exception provi
sion. The new § 3413(1) provides that "noth
ing in the Act shall apply," when a financial 
institution provides financial records to an 
agency which it has reason to believe may 
be relevant to possible crimes by or against 
a financial institution or financial institu
tion supervisory agency, possible Bank Se
crecy Act violations or violations of the pro
posed money laundering offense, 18 U.S.C. 
§ 1956, or enumerated drug-related crime 
provisions. 

Subsections 3 <b> and Ce) amend subsec
tion 1112<a> of the Right to Financial Priva
cy Act, 12 U.S.C. § 3412 to eliminate the re
quirement of certification and notice to the 
customer when an agency that has received 
financial records in accordance with the 
provisions of the RFPA transfers the 
records to another agency, as long as the 
transferring agency believes the records 
may be relevant to a matter within the ju
risdiction of the receiving agency. 

Subsection 3(c) amends subsection 1103<c> 
of the Right to Financial Privacy Act, 12 
U.S.C. § 3403<c>. Currently § 3403(c) pro
vides that nothing in the Act shall preclude 
a financial institution from notifying a Gov
ernment authority that the institution has 
information which may be relevant to a pos
sible violation of any statute or regulation. 

Subsection Cd> expands upon the current 
"good-faith" defense that a financial insti
tution may raise under subsection 1117<c> of 
the Right to Financial Privacy Act, 12 
U.S.C. 3417<c> in a civil suit under the 
RFPA. The amendment adds that the finan
cial institution will also have this good-faith 
defense if it provides records or information 
in the good faith belief that it is relevant to 
a possible violation of law in accordance 
with § 3413(1) or § 3403Cc> discussed above. 

Finally, subsection 3<!> deletes a provision 
in § 1120 of the Right to Financial Privacy 
Act in 12 U.S.C. § 3420 that provides that fi
nancial records obtained about a customer 
from a financial institution pursuant to a 
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Federal grand jury subpoena must be re
turned and actually presented to the grand 
jury. 

Subsection 3(g) adds a new section 3423 to 
Title 12 to make explicit that the Right to 
Financial Privacy Act preempts any state fi
nancial privacy law or judicial interpreta
tion that is more restrictive of disclosure to 
a Government authority concerning a possi
ble violation of law. 

Section four amends Rule 17<c> of the 
Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure to 
clarify the authority of the district courts to 
issue, and set standards for the issuance of, 
orders commanding a person to whom a sub
poena duces teem is directed, not to advise, 
for a specified period, any other person of 
the existence of the subpoena. Rule 17<c> 
would be amended to allow the attorney for 
the government to seek, and the court to 
issue an order not to tell anyone of the ex
istence of the subpoena for a specified 
length of time if the court determines that 
there is reason to believe the material that 
is the object of the subpoena is the object of 
a legitimate law enforcement proceeding 
and there is also reason to believe that noti
fication of the existence of the subpoena 
will result in endangering the safety of any 
person, flight from prosecution, destruction 
of evidence, intimidation of potential wit
nesses, or otherwise seriously impairing the 
investigation or trial. 

Section 5 sets forth several amendments 
of Title II of Public Law 91-508, "the Cur
rency and Foreign Transactions Reporting 
Act" codified at 31 U.S.C. § 5311-5322 which 
together with Title I of Public Law 91-508 is 
commonly known as the Band Secrecy Act. 

Section 5(a) amends 31 U.S.C. § 5318 to 
give the Secretary new summons authority 
under the Bank Secrecy Act for both testi
monial and documentary evidence.-It is im
perative to the effectiveness of the Bank Se
crecy Act that the Secretary have the abili
ty to summon witnesses and documents 
both to investigate violations of the Act and 
to assess the appropriate level of civil penal
ties for violations of the Act. 

The Secretary may summons a financial 
institution or an officer or employee of a fi
nancial institution or any person having 
custody or reports and records required 
under the Bank Secrecy Act to give testimo
ny under oath and bring documents rele
vant to any reporting or recordkeeping pro
vision of the Act. The purpose of the sum
mons is limited to civil enforcement of the 
Bank Secrecy Act. 

A summons may be issued only by the 
Secretary or with his approval by "a super
visory level" official of an organization to 
which the Secretary has delegated Bank Se
crecy Act enforcement authority, e.g., the 
Internal Revenue Service, the Comptroller 
of the Currency and the Customs Service, 
An agent or bank examiner in the field 
could not issue a summons on his or her 
own authority. 

New sections Cd> through Cf> are added to 
§ 5318 as summons housekeeping provisions 
relating to service, witness fees, and sum
mons enforcement actions. 

Section 5Cb> amends section 5319 pertair~
ing to the availability of Bank Secrecy Act 
reports. 

The revised § 5319 would explicitly au
thorize the Secretary, within his discretion, 
to provide report information to state or 
local agencies upon request for purposes 
consistent with the purposes of the Act. The 
Secretary also would be authorized to pro
vide report information to other federal 
agencies without a request if he has reason 
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to believe that the information would be 
useful to a matter within the jurisdiction of 
the receiving agency. 

The revised § 5319 also would authorize 
the Secretary to provide report information 
to other federal agencies for national securi
ty purposes with or without a request. 

Subsection 5(c) contains several amend
ments to 31 U.S.C. § 5319, the t..1vil penalty 
provision of the Bank Secrecy Act. Subsec
tion 5<c> provides for a new penalty of not 
more than the amount of the transaction up 
to $1,000,000, or $25,000, whichever is great
er, for all reporting violations. For non-re
porting violations, the penalty will continue 
to be up to $10,000. A new paragraph (4) is 
added to 31 U.S.C. § 532l(a) providing for 
increased civil penalties for willful viola
tions of 31 U.S.C. § 5314 or a regulation pre
scribed thereunder relating to records and 
reports of foreign financial agency accounts 
and transactions. 

A new paragraph (5) is added to provide a 
penalty for negligent violations of the rec
ordkeeping and reporting requirements of 
$10,000 per violation in cases in which the 
facts do not support a finding of willfulness. 

A new paragraph (6) is added to § 532l(a) 
to clarify that criminal penalties under 
§ 5322 and civil penalties under § 5321 are 
cumulative. 

Subsection 5(d) establishes a six-year stat
ute of limitations for actions to enforce civil 
penalties under the Bank Secrecy Act. 

Subsection 5Ce> amends 31 U.S.C. § 532l(c) 
to clarify the Secretary of the Treasury's 
authority to mitigate in his sole discretion 
all civil penalties authorized under 
§ 532l(a). 

Subsection 5(f} amends the definition of 
"monetary instrument" in 31 U.S.C. 
§ 5312<a><3><B>. This amendment, which 
makes explicit the Secretary's authority 
under current law, permits the Secretary to 
designate "similar material whether or not 
in bearer form." 

Subsection 5(g) amends 31 U.S.C. 
§ 5322Cb> to state explicitly that illegal ac
tivities involving more than $100,000 are not 
restricted to violations under the Bank Se
crecy Act itself, but to any illegal activity in
volving the requisite amount. 

Subsection 5<h> amends the definition of 
United States in 31 U.S.C. § 5312<a><5> to list 
the territories, possessions, and the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 

Subsection 6Ca> of the bill makes the new 
money laundering offense in section 18 
U.S.C. 1956, and violations of the provisions 
of the Currency and Foreign Transactions 
Reporting Act <subchapter II of chapter 53 
of title 31) predicate offenses for the Inter
state Travel in Aid of Racketeering, or 
ITAR, statute, 18 U.S.C. 1952. 

Subsection 6(b) makes the new money 
laundering offense in section 1956 a predi
cate for the RICO Statute, 18 U.S.C. 1961. 

Subsection 6<c> makes the money launder
ing offense in section 1956 an offense for 
which a Title III wiretap may be employed 
by adding it to the list of such offenses in 18 
u.s.c. 2516(1}. 

Section seven amends 18 U.S.C. 2 to pro
vide for a criminal facilitation offense. It 
would not be limited Just to money launder
ing but would be particularly applicable to 
money launderers. 

Section eight of the bill adds a new sec
tion 2322 to title 18 to proscribe the receiv
ing of the proceeds of any felony in viola
tion of federal law, or the bringing into the 
United States of the proceeds of any viola
tion of foreign law concerning narcotics 
trafficking for which the punishment ex-
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tends to imprisonment for more than one 
year, if the person receiving the proceeds 
knows or believes that the money or proper
ty received has been obtained in violation of 
law. The punishment for a violation of this 
new section would extend to ten years' im
prisonment and a $250,000 fine. 

Section nine sets out a new chapter 202 in 
title 18 dealing specifically with forfeitures. 

Subsection 2600<a> provides for the civil 
forfeiture of all funds or monetary instru
ments involved in a violation of the new sec
tion 1956 <the new money laundering of
fense) and any real or personal property 
which represents the proceeds of or which is 
traceable to such funds and monetary in
struments and any money or other property 
involved in a violation of the new section 
2322 if the violation is of a federal or for
eign law pertaining to controlled substances, 
and any real or personal property which 
represents the proceeds of or is traceable to 
such money or property. 

The procedures for accomplishing this 
civil forfeiture are patterned after the civil 
forfeiture provisions in title 21. 

Subsection 2601<a> provides for the crimi
nal forfeiture of the money or other proper
ty involved in a violation of section 1956 or 
section 2322. 

Subsection 260l<b> sets out a substitute 
assets provision which states that in cases 
where the money or property subject to for
feiture under subsection <a> cannot be locat
ed, has been transferred to a third party, 
has been placed beyond the jurisdiction of 
the court, has been diminished in value, or 
has been commingled with other property 
the person shall forfeit any other property 
up to the value of that which would be for
feitable under subsection <a>. 

Subsection 2601<c> provides that the 
criminal forfeiture provisions are mandato
ry. 

Subsection 2601<d> incorporates by refer
ence all the procedures for criminal forfeit
ures set out in title 21.e 

CONSUMER BANKING ACT OF 
1985 

HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, on 
June 4 I introduced H.R. 2661, the 
Consumer Banking Act of 1985. This 
legislation addresses a number of 
issues important to consumers that 
have been overlooked in the restruc
turing of the banking industry over 
the last few years. 

One particularly galling practice the 
legislation seeks to curb is the policy 
of many banks of holding checks for 
periods far in excess of the time it ac
tually takes the checks to clear. Con
sumers continue to be subjected to in
defensible delays in gaining access to 
funds deposited by check. These de
layed funds availability policies of 
banks inconvenience all consumers. 
For consumers living on limited in
comes, being required to wait 1 week 
or more to cash their checks can be a 
severe hardship. The extent of the 
problem is suggested by a recent 
survey of check-hold policies. 
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The U.S. Public Interest Research 

Group [U.S. PIRGl, a nonprofit con
sumer advocacy group, recently re
leased its national survey of check
hold policies of 669 banks and savings 
and loans. State public interest re
search groups collected data in 10 
States dispersed throughout the coun
try: Connecticut, Florida, Maryland, 
Missouri, Montana, New Jersey, Ohio, 
Oregon, Rhode Island, and Texas. The 
report, "Held Up At The Bank," docu
ments the lengthy delays that banks 
impose before consumers can get 
access to money deposited by check. 

The survey found that delays were 
both widespread and extensive. For 
example: 52 percent of the financial 
institutions surveyed hold out-of-State 
checks for 3 to 5 business days; 75 per
cent of the financial institutions hold 
out-of-State checks for over 1 week; 
and 20 percent hold out-of-State 
checks for over 2 weeks. 

Even cashier's checks were found 
not to be exempt: 33 percent of the fi
nancial institutions hold cashier's 
checks drawn on a local bank for over 
3 business days; and 32 percent hold 
out-of-State checks for over 1 week. 

Not all financial institutions sur
veyed imposed interminable delays. 
For instance, the report also found 
that: 28 percent of the financial insti
tutions grant access to funds deposited 
by local check within 1 or 2 business 
days; and 10 percent remove their hold 
on out-of-State checks with 1 or 2 
days. 

This study clearly documents the 
need for some type of control over this 
practice. H.R. 2661 would shorten the 
maximum time that a financial insti
tution may hold a check to 1 to 3 days, 
depending upon the category of check, 
with exceptions for checks that 
present a high risk of loss to the insti
tution of deposit. I urge my colleagues 
to support this needed refinement of 
our banking laws.e 

DRUG TRAFFICKING AND THE 
25TH MEXICO-UNITED STATES 
INTERP ARLIAMENTARY CON
FERENCE 

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

• Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to commend the distinguished gentle
man from Texas CMr. DE LA GARZA], 
who, along with Senator PHIL GRAMM, 
of Texas, cochaired our delegation to 
the 25th Mexico-United States Inter
parliamentary Conference that was 
held in Queretaro, Mexico on May 9-
13, 1985, and who, as cochairman of 
the Interparliamentary Conference's 
Political Affairs Committee helped us 
obtain a conference resolution on nar
cotics trafficking and drug abuse. I 
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also commend the distinguished chair
man of our Narcotics Select Commit
tee [Mr. RANGEL], with whom I serve 
as the ranking minority member, for 
his leadership in helping to iron out 
the differences between our two dele
gations regarding the resolution. 
Working with the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA], along with 
our Mexican colleagues, Humberto 
Lugo Gil, cochairman of the Confer
ence's Political Affairs Committee, 
and Representative Mariana Pina 
Olaya and Senator Manuel Ramos 
Gurrion, we were able to fashion the 
Queretaro resolution on drug traffick
ing that hopefully will help our two 
nations to more effectively combat 
this deadly menace. 

Mr. Speaker, it is no secret that the 
recent kidnap-murder of our drug en
forcement agent Enrique Camarena 
and Alfredo Zavalar Avelar, the Mexi
can pilot who flew Camarena on drug 
trafficking missions, and the mysteri
ous disappearance of some of our citi
zens have strained the relations be
tween our two nations. Our Mexican 
colleagues are distressed that the 
House recently passed the Vento 
amendment to H.R. 2068, the State 
Department Authorization Act, that 
would warn our citizens of the current 
dangers of traveling in the state of Ja
lisco. Under the Vento amendment, 
the travel advisory would remain in 
effect until those responsible for the 
abduction or murder of Camarena and 
other American citizens have been 
tried and convicted. 

The Mexican legislators requested 
that the U.S. Senate not approve any 
travel advisory for the state of Jalisco 
and our delegation committed itself to 
carry their request to the Senate. Pur
suant to the second paragraph of the 
Queretaro resolution, Senator GRAMM 
wrote Senator RICHARD LUGAR, chair
man of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, urging the committee to 
delete section 121 of S. 1003, the For
eign Relations Committee, Authoriza
tion Act for fiscal years 1986 and 1987, 
that would direct the Secretary of 
State to issue a travel advisory for 
Mexico. On June 7, 1985, the Senate 
passed by voice vote the Gramm 
amendment to the Foreign Relations 
Act that, among other things, finds 
encouragement in recent and signifi
cant changes made by the Mexican 
Government regarding the safety of 
U.S. citizens traveling in Mexico and 
requires the Secretary of State to 
transmit a report to the Congress 
every 90 days on the progress made in 
the Camarena case, the investigations 
of the disappearance of U.S. citizens, 
and the safety of U.S. tourists. 

The Queretaro resolution also calls 
for establishing a consultative mecha
nism between our two legislative 
bodies to help improve the coordina
tion and cooperation between our two 
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nations in the fight against the illicit 
cultivation, processing and trafficking 
of drugs, in treating and rehabilitating 
drug addicts, and in warning our citi
zens about the dangers of drug abuse. 
The resolution also calls for the Inter
parliamentary Conference to meet 
more frequently. 

Mr. Speaker, in order to share with 
my colleagues the details of the Quer
etaro drug resolution, I am at this 
point in the RECORD inserting the com
plete text of that document, together 
with statements on narcotics traffick
ing and drug abuse that Chairman 
RANGEL and I presented to our Inter
parliamentary Conference's Political 
Committee. 
XXV MEXICO-UNITED STATES INTERPARLIA

MENTARY MEETING, MAY 10-12, QUERETARO, 
QRO. 
POLITICAL AND SOCIAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

Drug Trafficking 
Whereas: Mexican/United States Inter

parliamentary Conferences have adopted 
the following resolutions: 

<a> The Hermosillo Declaration of 1977 on 
the fight against drug trafficking on the 
international level <XVII>. 

Cb> The Santa Barbara Agreement of 1982 
on narcotics, which commits both countries 
to give the highest priority to problems aris
ing from the processing, traffic and improp
er use of narcotic drugs, urging both coun
tries to draw up a comprehensive and co
ordinated regional strategy for this purpose. 

<c> The XXIV Mexico-United States Inter
parliamentary Meeting held in Washington, 
D.C., which passed a resolution to establish 
a working group to assist in the efforts to 
combat traffic in drugs and their improper 
use. 

Now therefore it is resolved that: 
First-The foregoing resolutions are ap

propriate in consolidating the efforts of 
both of our countries in the fight against 
drug trafficking. 

Second-In the course of our delibera
tions, the legislators from both of our coun
tries have had the opportunity to fully 
review the tragic events that occurred in the 
state of Jalisco and will report to our respec
tive legislative bodies that we are informed 
that the government of Mexico has fully 
undertaken all of the necessary legal meas
ures to apprehend and detain without bail 
the perpetrators of this heinous crime. Be
cause of the foregoing, the Mexican legisla
tors request the United States Senate not to 
approve any travel advisory for the state of 
Jalisco. The United States delegation com
mits itself to carry this request to the 
United States Senate. 

Third-We agree to the creation of a 
mechanism to formally establish between 
the two legislative bodies, a consultative 
body for the purpose of implementing the 
foregoing resolutions and for improving co
ordination and cooperation in the fight 
against the cultivation, processing and illicit 
trafficking of drugs, the treatment and re
habilitation of drug addicts, and for warning 
our citizens about the dangers of the im
proper use of drugs and will recommend 
that a similar body be established by the ex
ecutives of both of our countries. 

Fourth-That the meetings of both Par
liaments concerned with this topic be held 
more frequently, preferably quarterly, to 
expedite follow-up action on the measures 
adopted by each country with respect to 
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drug eradication, trafficking and the pre
vention of narcotic abuse, and to discuss ad
ditional mutual efforts to combat illegal 
narcotics. 

Fifth-The delegates of Mexico and the 
United States reaffirm our joint commit
ment in our fight against illegal narcotics 
production and tafficking in this hemi
sphere and throughout the world. Illegal 
narcotics constitute a threat to the well 
being of our societies and to our security. To 
effectively combat this menace requires a 
long-term commitment on the part of both 
governments to mutually supportive pro
grams and efforts. We take this opportunity 
to reaffirm our commitment to those meas
ures to evaluate, assess and verify the effec
tiveness of these ongoing anti-narcotics and 
anti-addiction programs. 

Both of our nations are prepared to in
crease their efforts, reassess and reevaluate 
the resources available in order to improve 
upon this program subject to the approval 
of both governments. 
STATEMENT OF HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, 

BEFORE THE 25TH MEXICO-UNITED STATES 
INTERPARLIAMENTARY CONFERENCE HELD IN 
QUERETARO, MEXICO, MAY 9-13, 1985 
Mr. Chairman, distinguished legislators 

from Mexico and the United States, I am 
pleased to once again participate in our 
annual Mexico-United States Interparlia
mentary Conference and, as the Ranking 
Minority Member of the House Select Com
mittee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, I 
am delighted to associate myself with the 
distinguished Chairman of our Select Com
mittee, Mr. Rangel, under whose leadership 
our Select Committee has extensively stud
ied the problems of narcotics trafficking 
and drug abuse both in the United States 
and in Mexico and throughout the world. 

The year 1985 is truly a year of major his
torical significance. It represents the 175th 
anniversary of Mexico's independence from 
Spain; the 75th anniversary of the Mexican 
Revolution; and the silver anniversary of 
our bilateral interparliamentary conference. 

For 25 years, legislators from Mexico and 
from the United States have met annually, 
and, in a spirit of mutual respect to discuss 
candidly the problems confronting our two 
nations. We are politicians. As elected offi
cials, we share similar problems that give us 
a special bondage and respect for one an
other, especially when we meet to discuss 
our problems and to help improve the rela
tionship between our two nations. We are 
also friends and neighbors sharing the same 
border and, for many of our citizens, shar
ing a similar culture, heritage and language. 

With respect to narcotics trafficking and 
drug abuse, we must be candid with each 
other and find ways to improve our mutual 
need to combat the drug traffickers who are 
creating havoc, terror and misery for the 
citizens of both our nations and whose ac
tivities are corrupting our political, econom
ic and social institutions. 

The ruthlessness of the drug traffickers 
and their corruptive influence has been 
brought to the surface by the tragic kidnap
ping and murder in Mexico of one of our 
Federal Drug Law Enforcement agents, En
rique Camarena Salazar, and Alfredo Zavala 
Avelar, a highly trained and dedicated Mexi
can pilot who fought alongside Mr. Camar
ena to help combat the drug traffickers. 
The tragic murders of Mr. Camarena and 
Mr. Zavala dramatically illustrate the need 
for our two nations to intensify our efforts 
to work together, to cooperate with one an
other, to share information and to conduct 
joint narcotic enforcement activities. 
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Because of the lack of vigor in conducting 

the investigation into the murders of Ca
marena and Zavala, including the corrupt 
police officials who permitted the notorious 
drug trafficker Rafael Caro Quintero to flee 
to Costa Rica where he was captured and re
turned to Mexico for prosecution, our gov
ernment reacted by restricting the traffic 
across our borders and by issuing a travelers 
advisory warning our citizens, many of 
whom have mysteriously disappeared, to 
stay out of Mexico until those responsible 
for Camarena's murder are brought to trail 
and a verdict obtained. 

Mr. Chairman, I raise this issue only to 
remind my colleagues that Mexico is not 
alone in suffering from the corruptive influ
ences of the drug traffickers. Earlier this 
year one of our agents from the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, Dan Mitrione, pied 
guilty to cocaine trafficking and bribery 
charges. We also are mindful of the dedica
tion, commitment and expertise of Mexican 
law enforcement officials, many of whom 
have lost their lives in waging "war" against 
the drug traffickers. 

Mr. Chairman, let us examine at this his
toric bilateral conference how we, as legisla
tors, can improve upon the historic close 
ties of friendship and cooperation that 
exists between our two nations. Mexico has 
become a leader in aerial surveillance tech
niques, in developing crop eradication and 
helicopter training, piloting and mainte
nance programs, all of which need to be 
shared with law enforcement agencies 
throughout the world. In short, nations 
throughout the world can learn from the 
expertise of Mexico's drug law enforcement 
programs. 

Drug trafficking and drug abuse have 
reached epidemic proportions throughout 
the world. Just in the United States alone, 
drug trafficking has reached a staggering 
110 billion dollars. Nations of the world 
must realize that only through joint cooper
ative efforts, will mankind succeed in win
ning this "war" on drugs-and this is a 
"war" which the drug traffickers have de
clared against all mankind. They have ter
rorized our citizens, bombed our embassies, 
murdered government officials, including 
their own citizens who have cooperated with 
our officials, and they have sent hit squads 
to murder our law enforcement officials. 
Make no mistake; as we have seen from the 
Camarena and Zavala cases, the drug traf
fickers are ruthless. They have also gunned 
down Colombia's Minister of Justice, Rod
rigo Lara Bonilla, and 21 crop substitutfon 
and eradication specialists in the Tingo 
Maria region of Peru. 

To combat the hundreds of billions of dol
lars of illicit drugs that are marketed world
wide and infecting citizens from every 
nation of the world with their deadly 
poison, nations of the international commu
nity annually scrape together a paltry $5 
million to $10 million to help the United Na
tions Fund for Drug Abuse Control 
<UNFDAC> conduct a global "war" on drug 
trafficking and drug abuse-hardly enough 
funds to purchase a single high speed coast
al patrol boat. 

Last year only 17 nations or less than 11 
percent of the 159 member nations compris
ing the United Nations contributed or 
pledged slightly more than $8 million, of 
which nearly 91 percent or $7.3 million was 
contributed by Italy and the United States. 
Some nations that directly benefit from 
UNFDAC programs have not contributed a 
single peso to the U.N Drug Fund. 
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We commend the Government of Mexico 

for its contributions to the U.N. Drug Fund 
and would like to urge your government to 
take the lead in encouraging other Latin 
American nations to participate in this vital 
U.N. effort. According to UNFDAC's 1984 
report, only six Latin American and Carib
bean nations have contributed or pledged to 
the U.N. Drug Fund for its 1984 and 1985 
programs. Barbados <$250); Chile <$5,000); 
Equador <$2,000); Jamaica <$235); Mexico 
<$706) and Panama <$2,000) for a total of 
only $10,491-not even enough to under
write the cost of operating a drug treatment 
facility. 

To help promote drug awareness through
out the world, our First Lady, Mrs. Nancy 
Reagan, recently held a First Ladies' Con
ference on Drug Abuse in Washington, D.C. 
and in Atlanta, Georgia, and we are delight
ed that the First Lady of Mexico, Mrs. 
Paloma Cordero de la Madrid, was able to 
participate in this historic conference. 

During the past quarter century, dele
gates attending our bilateral inter-parlia
mentary conferences have formulated three 
major resolutions pertaining to narcotics 
trafficking and drug abuse. In 1977, the par
liamentarians adopted the Hermosillo Dec
laration on Combatting the Traffic in Drugs 
at the International Level; in 1982; we 
adopted the Santa Barbara Narcotics 
Accord committing both nations to elevate to 
the highest priority the problems eminating 
from narcotics production, trafficking and 
abuse and pledging both nations to develop 
a comprehensive, coordinated regional drug 
strategy; and last year, at our 24th bilateral 
interparliamentary conference, we adopted 
a resolution establishing a working group to 
assist the Conference in its efforts to 
combat drug trafficking and drug abuse. 

These drug-related resolutions are most 
helpful in solidifying gur commitment to 
the "war" on drugs. But we must do more 
than adopt well-intentioned resolutions. 
The time for action is upon us. We should 
develop a mechanism between our two legis
lative bodies and our respective executive 
branches to help implement these historic 
resolutions and to help improve the coordi
nation and cooperation that are critical if 
our two nations are to effectively combat 
the illicit cultivation, production and traf
ficking of illicit drugs, to treat and rehabili
tate those who are dependent upon drugs 
and to educate our citizens regarding the 
dangers of drug abuse. 

Mr. Chairman, nations of the internation
al community are reeling under the corrup
tive influence of the drug traffickers and 
the tidal wave of marijuana, heroin, cocaine 
and other deadly drugs that are adversely 
affecting the health of our citizens. We, as 
legislators, must intensify our efforts to 
combat these narco-terrorists. We will win 
the "war" on drugs, improve the health of 
our citizens and restore the political and 
economic viability of our two nations if we 
pool our resources, funds, personnel, equip
ment and expertise in a joint, cooperative 
and coordinated effort. That, Mr. Chair
man, is our mission and that, in my view, is 
what must be done to wage "war" effective
ly against these ruthless narco-terrorists. 

' 
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STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL, 

CHAIRMAN, SELECT COMMITTEE ON NARCOT
ICS ABUSE AND CONTROL BEFORE THE 25TH 
MEXICO-UNITED STATES INTERPARLIAMEN
TARY CONFERENCE HELD IN QUERETARO, 
MEXICO MAY 9-13, 1985 

COMMITTEE I-POLITICAL AFFAIRS 
4. Cooperation in the Fight against Drug 

Trafficking 
Mr. Chairman and fellow colleagues from 

Mexico and the United States, it is indeed a 
pleasure for me to participate in the 
Twenty-Fifth Mexico-United States Inter
parliamentary Conference. Our Nations 
share a long and valued friendship. It is nur
tured by our common histories and tradi
tions, and kept vibrant by our diversities. 

A principal value which we both share is a 
strong belief and trust in our democratic in
stitutions to address and resolve our social 
and political problems. The ability of us, as 
legislators, to meet and discuss issues of 
mutual concern is illustrative of our confi
dence in democratic procedures. 

Drug trafficking and drug abuse, however, 
have begun to seriously erode confidence 
among both Mexicans and Americans in the 
integrity and competence of our govern
ments to deal with these two major social 
problems. 

The 1984 Annual Report of the Interna
tional Narcotics Control Board, a body not 
known for being critical of its members, 
painted a particularly bleak picture of drug 
abuse rapidly expanding worldwide. The 
report describes the illicit production, traf
ficking and abuse of narcotic drugs becom
ing more serious in 1984. "Illegal drug pro
duction and trafficking financed by orga
nized crime is so pervasive,'' the report 
states, "that the economies of entire coun
tries are disrupted, legal institutions men
aced, and the very security of some states 
threatened." 

The tragic events that took place earlier 
this year, which resulted in the brutal mur
ders of U.S. Drug Enforcement Agent Enri
que Camarena and Mexican pilot Alfredo 
Zavala Avelar and the resulting serious 
strain in U.S.-Mexican relations, are the 
clearest examples we have to date of the dis
ruption that can be caused by drug traffick
ing to, and between, democratic nation
states. 

The House Select Committee on Narcotics 
Abuse and Control, which I chair and on 
which the distinguished gentleman from 
New York <Mr. Gilman> serves as Ranking 
Republican Member, has also reported ex
panded international production and traf
ficking of illicit drugs. Mexico, unfortunate
ly, is a nation in which major growth in illic
it drug production and smuggling has oc
curred. 

A decade ago, Mexico was the main source 
of marijuana and heroin consumed in the 
United States. Commendably, Mexico re
sponded to this state of affairs and with 
U.S. assistance developed an effective nar
cotic-crop eradication program-in fact, the 
world's finest aerial crop eradication pro
gram. By 1981, Mexico's share of marijuana 
shipments to the United States had fallen 
to 4 percent. Its heroin share was down to 
33 percent by 1983. 

But now, Mexico's marijuana shipments 
to the U.S. have rebounded to 15 percent, 
while heroin shipments have crept back up 
to 37 percent according to latest estimates. 

The quality of Mexican heroin in the way 
of purity and texture is also reported to 
have improved. Increases in the quality of 
Mexican heroin have to be taken as indica
tions of an increase in illicit opium produc-
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tion and heroin manufacture in Mexico. 
There is also evidence from 1979, opium pro
duction in Mexico, has on an annual basis 
increased gradually as growers moved to 
widely dispersed small plots. 

Moreover, and quite regrettably, serious 
allegations of official corruption have taint
ed Mexico's narcotics enforcement efforts. 
Delays in cooperation in the Camarena in
vestigation, and revelations that a large 
marijuana plantation flourished for quite 
some time until it was discovered last No
vember, have raised serious questions in 
some quarters about Mexico's commitment 
to effective drug enforcement. 

The institutional integrity of our law en
forcement agencies is vital to a free society. 
Their viability, however, is threatened by 
drug trafficking. 

The unfortunate incidents and criticisms 
of the past few months, however, must not 
contaminate the ability of the United States 
and Mexico to work together-effectively 
and aggressively-to combat drug smug
gling. Our nations, as well as all other na
tions, must recognize drug abuse as a world
wide probiem that requires the cooperation 
of all nations to obtain ultimate victory. Let 
us insure that the senseless deaths of Agent 
Camarena and Mr. Zavala were not in vain. 
Let our two nations, in particular, unite to 
overcome the viciousness and brutality of 
the drug trafficker and the scourge of drug 
abuse. 

The Select Committee's study mission to 
Mexico in August, 1983, and further investi
gation by the committee on U.S.-Mexican 
drug control issues, have uncovered a 
number of areas in which our two nations 
can join together in a more effective effort. 

A vigorous joint narcotics enforcement 
effort by the Mexican Federal Judicial 
Police and the Drug Enforcement Adminis
tration is needed to develop important ar
rests and seizures in the heroin, marijuana 
and cocaine traffic directed toward the 
United States. Clandestine heroin laborato
ries should be confiscated on a regular basis. 

The events of the past few weeks in which 
major Mexican marijuana and cocaine traf
fickers havr~ been arrested, including those 
involved in the death of Agent Camarena, 
are illustrative of the kind of investigations 
and enforcement efforts we must undertake. 
I laud the Mexican police for these initia
tives. We must keep up the pressure to 
break the hold of the trafficking organiza
tions. 

Mexican poppy and marijuana cultivation 
are becoming increasingly dispersed to plots 
outside the range of the Mexican Govern
ment's aerial patrols to detect and eradicate 
it. 

Our governments must develop the capa
bility to survey the extent of opium and 
marijuana production in Mexico via high al
titude satellite or aircraft. This would be for 
the purpose of detecting and pinpointing 
cultivation for eradication, verification of 
destruction and measuring whether produc
tion is increasing or decreasing annually, 
and how much may actually be produced. 

Our governments must determine wheth
er the number if helicopters, particularly 
the 33 Bell 206 helicopters used for eradica
tion, are sufficient in number to progressive
ly eliminate on an annual basis a greater 
percentage of the opium poppy crop. 

My fellow legislators, by working together 
there is much we can accomplish; division 
only assists the traffickers. We must main
tain the integrity of our governmental insti
tutions and put into a working "plan of 
action" tlie Hermosillo Declaration of Nar-
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cotics Trafficking 0977) the Santa Barbara 
Narcotics Accord 0982), and The Washing
ton Resolution 0984), past statements 
against drug trafficking by this conference, 
which commit our nations to waging war on 
drug abuse at the highest level.• 

TEMPE, AZ, "ALL-AMERICA CITY" 

HON. JOHN McCAIN 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

•Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Speaker, last 
night, the city of Tempe, AZ, was hon
ored as an All-America City. This is a 
revered distinction, worthy of every 
recognition. · 

Tempe, AZ, the home of Arizona 
State University, is a city with a rich 
cultural heritage. Its ethnic diversity, 
unique lifestyle, and community pride 
are just some of the elements that 
have made the difference. 

Tempe City officials have worked 
hard and diligently in an effort to im
prove the quality of life for their resi
dents. Their commitment to demand 
quality from developers, adequate 
roadways, and sufficient recreational 
facilities for children has paid off. 

Tempe has combined high technolo
gy manufacturing, agriculture, and 
tourism into a viable economic founda
tion. This economic development has 
allowed them to preserve their unique 
urban-rural lifestyle. 

All of Arizona is proud of Tempe and 
of the achievements they have accom
plished.• 

FAMILY THAT LOST CHILDREN, 
HOME IN FIRE GETTING HELP 

HON. JIM KOLBE 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

• Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, an early 
morning kitchen fire, leading to thou
sands of dollars of damage to a home, 
and most tragically, the death of two 
young children. These are sad but 
common circumstances that we can 
read about every day in our morning 
paper. But this particular tragedy in 
Tucson, carries with it also a story of 
tremendous human courage and inspi
ration. 

On June 6, 9-year-old Lucinda Webb 
gave her life trying to rescue her 2-
year-old cousin from a fire in her fami
ly's mobile home. Lucinda had awak
ened her family and was among those 
who had safely escaped the flames 
when she noticed that her 2-year-old 
cousin Joshua was still inside. Without 
thought to her own safety, she rushed 
back into the burning trailer, and lost 
her life in the rescue attempt. 

Her story has touched the hearts of 
the people of Tucson, and a fund has 
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been established to help Lucinda's 
family help put the pieces back to
gether in their lives. 

I ask that the news accounts of this 
tragedy and its aftermath be printed 
in the RECORD so others can see and 
read of Lucinda and how her courage 
and sacrifice has inspired her home
town to reach out to her loved ones. 
[From the Arizona Daily Star, Tucson, June 

11, 1985] 
FAMILY THAT LosT CHILDREN, HOME IN FIRE 

GETTING HELP 

<By Roderick Gary> 
Friends and co-workers have raised about 

$8,000 in four days to aid a Tucson family 
burned out of their southside mobile home 
last week by a fire that killed two children. 

And the fund raising will continue, as two 
groups have established accounts for chari
table donations for the family. 

Food, clothing, furniture and a temporary 
home have also been provided for Master 
Sgt. Wayne Webb, his wife, Janice, daugh
ter Nora, nephew Carl Wayne Osborn and 
niece Janet Lynn Osborn, said Maj. Stephan 
K. Jacobs, chief of public affairs for the Air 
National Guard. 

Another daughter, Lucinda Webb, 9, and a 
nephew, Joshua Osborn, 2, died Thursday in 
the early morning fire at the family's home 
in the 8500 block of South Craycroft Road. 

Funeral services for both children will be 
held at 10 this morning at South Lawn Mor
tuary, 5401 S. Park Ave. 

Jacobs said friends of Wayne Webb began 
donating items the day of the fire. Webb 
has been with the Air National Guard for 20 
years, and is a crew chief with the 162nd 
Tactical Fighter Guard. 

One guardsman offered the use of a 
vacant rental home on Tucson's eastside for 
the family to live in for 90 days, utilities 
paid, Jacobs said. 

Most of the donations through the week
end were made by guardsmen, Jacobs said, 
but because of civilian inquiries the group 
has opened an account at the Davis
Monthan Federal Credit Union. 

Anyone interested in making a donation 
to the Wayne Webb Fund can do so at any 
D-M credit union branch, he said. 

Donations can also be made through a 
fund begun by teachers at Craycroft Ele
mentary School, where Lucinda Webb was a 
student. 

Marguerite Granberry, a former teacher 
of Lucinda's, said that she and Pedro Pa
dilla, another teacher at the school, have 
opened an account at Valley National Bank. 

"It's a very tight community, and I fig
ured everyone in the community would 
want to help if they had a convenient way 
of doing so," Granberry said. 

She said she was aware of the fund begun 
by the guardsman, but "we opened this one 
because we figure this bank would be more 
accessible for many people." 

Anyone interested in donating to the fund 
can do so at any Valley Bank branch. Con
tributors should give account number 3948-
5199, Granberry said. 

RESCUE FAILS; DREAM CHILD, COUSIN DIE 

<By Roderick Gary> 
A 9-year-old "dream child" was killed 

early yesterday when she went back into 
her family's burning mobile home in a futile 
effort to rescue her 2-year-old cousin. 

Four people, three of them children es
caped the burning southside home without 
injury, officials said. 
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The body of L'Jcinda Webb was discovered 

by firefighters in the bathroom of the home 
at 8575 S. Craycroft Road, said Sheriff's 
Sgt. Doug White. 

Firefighters found the body of 2-year-old 
Joshua Osborn in a bedroom, White said. 

A Rural Metro Fire Capt. John Rhads 
said the fire was reported at 4:30 a.m. by a 
neighbor. He said a large ball of fire" was 
visible to firefighters as they pulled out of 
the station house in the 4800 block of East 
Benson Highway, about 21/2 miles away. 

The fire was under control by 5:15 a.m. 
about seven minutes after firefighters ar
rived. Damage was estimated at $50,000. 
Roads said. 

A sheriff's arson investigator said the fire 
apparently started in the kitchen of the 
double-wide mobile home and was probably 
accidental. 

"It looks to be an accidental thing." White 
agreed. But he said the exact cause of the 
fire had not been determined 

There were six people in the mobile home 
when the fire was discovered. White said 
Lucinda apparently discovered the fire and 
woke her mother, Janice Webb. They then 
went outside, he said. 

By the time firefighters arrived, Nora 
Webb, 11. Lucinda's sister and Janet Lynn 
Osborn 5 Joshua's sister, also had escaped. 
Janice Webb broke a bedroom window and 
Joshua's brother, Carl Wayne Osborn, 6, 
climbed out of the house, White said. 

But before firefighers arrived Lucinda 
went back into the house to find her young 
cousin, White said. 

Jean Spicer, who lives about 300 yards 
away, said her husband, Dale, was on his 
way to work when they noticed the fire. 

"We were walking out the door at 5 a.m. 
because that's when he goes to work. There 
were little dabs of flame" visible above 
closer homes, Spicer said. 

"Have you ever watched one of those trail
ers bum like that?" she asked. "The outside 
walls weren't <burned), but it was smoke and 
flames coming out of every window. We 
watched the walls and roof collapse in." 

Spicer, who said she has known the family 
for about five years, said neighbors knew 
Lucinda as simply "Cinda" and that she was 
very well-liked. 

"She was everybody's dream child," Spicer 
said. "Everybody liked her in the neighbor
hood." 

Sally Fletcher, a neighbor who said she's 
in her "early 80s," also knew Lucinda. 

The Webbs "got along beautifully in the 
neighborhood, and the girls were liked, es
pecially that blonde <Lucinda)," Fletcher 
said. "She gave her life going back to get 
that baby boy." 

She called the Webb family "good, good 
people," and said they "seemed like a happy 
sort of a bunch." 

Lucinda's father, Wayne Webb, was being 
flown back to Tucson from Ohio, where he 
was on temporary assignment with the Air 
National Guard, officials said. 

Joshua Osborn's father, Roger Dean 
Osborn, 32, is serving a 20-year sentence in a 
state prison for "numerous counts" of bur
glary and theft, said Department of Correc
tions spokesman Mike Arra. 

He had been scheduled for a three-day 
furlough beginning today to visit his chil
dren. Instead, he was given an emergency 
furlough yesterday, Arra said. 

It was not known where the boy's mother 
is, officials said. 

Rural Metro and Tucson Fire Department 
officials reported yesterday that nine people 
have died in fires so far this year. Five fire 
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deaths were reported in all of 1984, they 
said. 

FuNDS SET UP AT CREDIT UNION, BANK FOR 
TRAILER FIRE VICTIMS' FAMILY 

Two relief funds have been established for 
the family of two children who died in a fire 
that destroyed a far Southeast Side mobile 
home last week. 

The Wayne C. Webb Fund was established 
at the DM Federal Credit Union following 
an outpouring of financial assistance and 
offers of other help, said Maj. Stephan K. 
Jacobs, chief of public affairs at the 162nd 
Tactical Fighter Group of the Arizona Air 
National Guard. 

Another fund has been established at the 
Valley National Bank office, 8624 E. Broad
way, said Marguerite Granberry, who 
taught Webb's daughter and one of the vic
tims, 9-year-old Lucinda Webb, at the Cray
craft Elementary School. 

Wayne Webb, a full-time member of the 
Guard, is a master sergeant and an A-7 crew 
chief. He was on assignment in Ohio last 
Thursday when an early morning fire de
stroyed his mobile home and killed his 
daughter and her 2-year-old cousin, Joshua 
Osborn. 

Webb's wife, Janice, the couple's 11-year
old daughter and Joshua's two sisters es
caped uninjured from the burning home in 
a sparsely populated area on South Cray
craft Road. Fire investigators said Lucinda 
also escaped from the fire but evidently 
went back into the home in a futile attempt 
to rescue her cousin. 

The 1,100 other members of the 162nd Air 
Guard group already have donated $8,000 in 
cash-in addition to clothing, food and fur
niture, Jacobs said. One member also has 
given the family a house to live in rent-free 
for two or three months, he said. 

But, Jacobs said, "We've been getting so 
darn many phone calls" from the communi
ty that Air Guard officials asked the credit 
union to serve a collection points for dona
tions. 

"We didn't know there would be that kind 
of community involvement," Jacobs said. 

The credit union, which has seven offices 
in Tucson and several others around South
ern Arizona, "was nice enough to help," 
Jacobs said. Any money brought in to a 
branch will be posted to the Webb fund, he 
said. 

Granberry said the fund at Valley is being 
operated by the Craycraft School staff and 
friends. She said she expects support to 
come especially from the Webbs' neighbors, 
who have known them for four years. 

She said the neighborhood-the areas of 
Littletown, Lakewood, and the 3000 block of 
South Benson Highway-were "very close." 

"They will always come together in a 
crisis and I know they will help out as much 
as possible," she said. 

Any resident may make a donation to that 
fund at any Valley Bank branch. Tt.e ac
count will be open for 30 days, Granberry 
said, and donations will be immediately 
channeled to the Webbs. 

Officials said the fire, which started in the 
kitchen, is under investigation but is not be
lieved to be arson-caused.• 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
CARNEGIE FOUNDATION STATE

MENT MERITS CLOSE CON
GRESSIONAL REVIEW 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

• Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, earlier 
this month, the trustees of the Carne
gie Foundation for the Advancement 
of Teaching took a historic step in re
leasing a statement calling for the re
affirmation of the "historic partner
ship" between the Federal Govern
ment and higher education. The state
ment-the first in the 80-year history 
of the foundation-is important not 
only in its tone and message, but also 
in its timing. 

Currently, the House and Senate are 
locked in a battle over national spend
ing priorities for a host of Federal pro
grams. It is my firm belief that the 
House budget resolution provides for a 
fair and balanced approach to funding 
higher education and should be sus
tained by the conferees under any con
dition. 

The Carnegie statement, entitled 
"Sustaining the Vision" contains an 
important message at a time when 
those of us who are long-time advo
cates for Federal higher educr.tion 
programs are being consumed by 
budget-cutting fever. We once pointed 
with pride to our efforts to enhance 
educational opportunity for all citi
zens, regardless of income, we now 
find ourselves in a defensive posture 
that I consider to be counterproduc
tive and contrary to the public inter
est. While I strongly believe that the 
Federal Government should aggres
sively pursue fraud and abuse in these 
programs-these problems should not 
provide the sole justification for 
budget-cutting. 

I commend the Carnegie Foundation 
for its leadership in this area. For the 
benefit of my colleagues, I want to 
insert the entire text of "Sustaining 
the Vision" in the RECORD for their 
review and information. 

The article follows: 
[From the Chronicle of Higher Education, 

June 5, 19851 
"SUSTAINING THE VISION": TEXT OF 

STATEMENT BY CARNEGIE FOUNDATION 

<Following is the text of "Sustaining the 
Vision," a statement on the federal role in 
higher education by the board of trustees of 
the Carnegie Foundation for the Advance
ment of Teaching.> 

I. A TRADITION THREATENED 

America began with the conviction that 
for democracy to work education is essen
tial. Those who charted the future of this 
nation linked democracy to knowledge. 

George Washington said "Knowlege 
is ... The surest basis of public happiness." 
John Jay declared that knowledge is "the 
soul of the Republic." And in 1778, Thomas 
Jefferson drew up an education plan to raise 
"the mass of the people to the high ground 
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of moral responsibility for their own safety 
and orderly government." 

In these convictions, the nation built 
public schools for universal education. Col
leges were established to train leaders and 
serve America in peace and war. Private and 
state support increasingly was supplement
ed by federal assistance, resulting in a 
higher education system unequaled in the 
world. 

Today the vital federal connection to our 
colleges and universities is being challenged. 
After decades of strong bipartisan support, 
the current debate about budget priorities 
has been focused almost exclusively on 
numbers and on the negatives of higher 
education. The larger perspective has been 
lost. 

We hear how much education costs, not 
how much it's worth. We are told that stu
dents are exploiters, rather than tomorrow's 
leaders. And we are reminded of the abuses, 
not the benefits of aid to higher education. 

One is constrained to ask: Have we forgot
ten our history? 

In 1652, thE:: Massachusetts General Court 
donated land and later authorized tax levies 
to support Harvard College, which had been 
established when the little colony in New 
England was only six years old. 

In the Ordinance of 1785, public lands in 
the Northwest Territory were set aside by 
Congress for the support of education. 

During the dark days of the Civil War, 
President Abraham Lincoln signed into law 
the Morrill Act. This historic legislation 
helped build a network of federally support
ed land-grant colleges that drove our agri
cultural and industrial revolution. 

In the depths of the Depression, Congress 
approved President Franklin Roosevelt's 
work-study legislation. Needy college stu
dents got monthly federal stipeads for help
ing to build facilities on their campuses. 
And with this support they were able to 
complete their education. 

During World War II, when democracy 
was threatened, the nation's universities 
joined with the federal government to 
create the most powerful research engine 
the world had ever known. 

After that war, almost eight million 
former servicemen-many of whom had 
hardly dreamed of higher education-went 
to college supported by the federally funded 
GI Bill. They returned to civilian life with 
minds enriched and talents sharpened. 

In 1947, Secretary of State George C. 
Marshall proposed what became known as 
the Marshall Plan to restore the war
scarred continent of Europe. With federal 
support, university specialists went abroad 
to help rebuild the devastated nations. 

President Harry Truman, in 1949, made 
"Point Four" a cornerstone of United States 
foreign policy. Teachers and scholars trav
eled overseas to work with laborers and 
technicians, as well as civil servants, in 
Third World countries. 

In 1958, Congress, shocked by Sputnik, 
again turned to campuses for help. Presi
dent Dwight Eisenhower's National Defense 
Education Act linked schools and colleges to 
the security of the nation. 

Responding to American idealism, Presi
dent John F. Kennedy called for Peace 
Corps volunteers-mostly college students
to provide service overseas. 

In the 1960's, the Higher Education Facili
ties Act created a five-year program of 
matching grants and loans to construct new 
academic buildings at both public and pri
vate higher learning institutions. 
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During this same decade it became an arti

cle of faith that no qualified young person 
should be denied an opportunity for a col
lege education. A landmark federal aid pro
gram for needy students was launched. 

The Higher Education Amendments of 
1972 dramatically extended this commit
ment. The Educational Opportunity 
Grants-later named Pell Grants-helped 
millions of young men and women go to col
lege and helped keep them there once they 
were enrolled. 

Since 1954, the number of college and uni
versity students in the United States has in
creased from 2.4 million to over 12 million 
today. Black student enrollment has grown 
to over one million. The number of women 
in higher education has risen from one
third to more than one-half of the overall 
enrollment. Now, about half of all full-time 
college students are receiving some form of 
federal assistance. 

While higher education today still re
ceives only about one-fourth of its total sup
port from Washington, a unique partner
ship has evolved between the federal gov
ernment and higher education, a partner
ship to advance key national objectives: 
Social justice, economic growth, civic and 
cultural enrichment, and security for the 
nation. 

The country has profited enormously 
from this investment. Millions of graduates 
leave campuses each year to invigorate 
every vital sector: Government, business, 
communications, health services, science, 
and the arts. It is difficult to imagine a 
strong America without a strong partner
ship with higher education. 

II. THE PRESENT CHALLENGE 

For three centuries, education has been at 
the heart of our national achievements. But 
the agel)da is unfinished. Urgent new prior
ities have emerged and more, not less, edu
cation is required. 

The demography of the United States is 
changing. Within 10 years, the number of 
18- to 24-year olds will drop by 21 per cent. 
Fewer young people will be available to do 
the nation's work. 

At the same time important shifts are oc
curring in the nation's ethnic and racial 
composition. Today, slightly more than one
fourth of white Americans are 19 years of 
age and under, but 40 percent of all Hispan
ics and over one-third of all blacks are in 
this age category. Nearly half of all white 
families have children under 18 years of 
age. In contrast, 60 percent of all black and 
almost 70 percent of all Hispanic families 
have children in this age group. 

Black and Hispanic young people are pre
cisely those who have been least well served 
by the education system. Almost 80 percent 
of white teenagers graduate from high 
school, compared with only about 60, per
cent of black and 50 percent of Hispanic 
young people. And students from these mi
nority groups are also less likely to complete 
their college education. 

If minority students continue to leave 
school and college at the current rate, a 
shockingly large proportion of our youth 
will find it difficult, if not impossible, to re
alize their full potential. If America fails 
these students, the need for skilled partici
pants in our complex society will go unful
filled. 

Shifts in the economy have consequences 
for American education. Since 1958, the per
centage of blue collar and farm workers has 
declined. And the proportion of professional 
and technical workers has more than dCIU
bled. New jobs are emerging. Our challenge 
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is to educate and reeducate citizens of all 
ages so they remain creative and productive. 

International competition also has in
creased. The world's 165 independent na
tions and 60-odd political units are now in
terlocked. A strong dollar in the United 
States hurts Common Market countries; bad 
harvests in the Soviet Union help Canadian 
farmers; a robotics breakthrough in Tokyo 
has an impact on Detroit. In the new fields 
of computing, artificial intelligence, biotech
nology and optical fibers, the race for lead
ership is on. 

John Gardner said it well: "Modem soci
eties run on talent." In a world dominated 
by more competitive markets and more com
plicated tools, to shift resources away from 
education would be a grave mistake. 

But the global challenge goes far beyond 
the economic competition. The world has 
become a more crowded, more volatile, more 
unstable place. For the first time, a genera
tion has grown up with headlines that de
scribe ecological and nuclear threats to sur
vival. If education cannot help the coming 
generation see beyond itself and better un
derstand the interdependent nature of our 
planet, human prospects will be dangerously 
diminished. 

We conclude that 12 years of formal 
schooling will increasingly be insufficient 
for our citizens. In the future, almost every
one will need some form of post-high school 
education if they are to remain personally 
empowered, economically productive, and ci
vically prepared. 
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risk. A two-tiered higher education system 
would emerge-one for the poor and an
other for the rich. The remarkable diversity 
in American higher education would be un
dermined. 

While access to collegiate education must 
remain a high priority, the need is no less 
urgent at the level of graduate education. 
Critics decry the state of American higher 
education; yet the work of our academic 
scholars and researchers is the envy of the 
world. In the last decade alone, Americans 
have won over two-thirds of the Nobel 
prizes for science and medicine. They domi
nate the world's scientific literature, pro
ducing over one-third of the influential 
scholarly science and engineering articles. 

Despite these remarkable achievements, 
federal support for academic science and en
gineering research is diminishing as a per
centage of the total university research 
budget. While graduate student stipends in 
those specialized fields have recently in
creased, scholarship funds for graduate stu
dents in social science and humanities have 
been woefully neglected. University-based 
research is a tradition that cannot be inter
rupted without serious, perhaps irreparable 
damage to the nation. We conclude that fed
eral support for graduate study across the 
disciplines should be expanded to sustain 
and enrich scholarship in the nation. 

IV. THE NATION'S FUTURE 

Because throughout its history America 
has linked democracy to knowledge, our 
goal increasingly has been to expand the op-

III. A PARTNERSHIP REAFFIRMED portunities for both school and college edu-
We believe the moment has come for the cation. If we sustain this vision, there is no 

historic partnership between the federal limit to what the energies of our people can 
government and the nation's colleges to be produce. But if we distort it, we will surely 
reaffirmed. Educational obligations are in- breed cynicism and despair. And we will be a 
creasing and federal support for colleges different people from the one, in our finest 
and universities must increase, too. moments, we have always believed ourselves 

We do not deny the need for mor~ private to be. 
and state support for higher education. Nor The aim of education in our democracy is 
do '!'e deny the n~ed to reduce the federal ,,~not only to prepare the young for work but 
defwit and scrutimze all programs. But for · to enable them to live with dignity and pur
the Washington debate to focus almost ex- pose· not only to generate new knowledge 
elusively on how much education costs is to but to channel knowledge to humane ends; 
neglect the larger question: How much of not merely to learn about •our civic institu
America's human resources can we afford to tions, but to shape a citizenry that can 
waste? weigh decisions wisely and promote the 

Further, substantial cuts in higher educa- public good 
tion aid have already been made. Federal This nati~n's greatest strength is not its 
aid to students has dropped 17 per cent in weapons but its people. Our greatest hope is 
just five years, adjusting for inflation. not technology but the potential of coming 

We believ~ t he Pell Grant program should generations. Education is, as it has always 
be strengthened by maintaining current been an investment in the future of the 
funding levels and indexing future funding nati~n • 
to inflation. Equality of opportunity is not · 
just a remembered slogan of the past; it re
mains an urgent unfinished obligation of 
the future. 

We further believe the current benefits of 
the Guaranteed Student Loan should be 
maintained. And eligibility for loans should 
be determined by the special economic cir· 
cumstances of each student, not arbitrarily 
imposed. Without such loans it would be dif· 
ficult for many low- and middle-income stu-
dents to attend the college that would serve 
them best. 

A budding scientist from a middle class 
home should not be denied the opportunity 
of attending a high-tuition, research univer
sity if such an education would be most ben
eficial to the student. 

The young person from a poor, inner-city 
family should be able to accept an invitation 
from a nonpublic liberal arts college, if this 
is where the student's talents could be most 

EQUITY FOR ADOPI'IVE 
FAMILIES 

HON. WILLIAM LEHMAN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 
e Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I am very pleased to intro
duce today with Congressman CHARLES 
RANGEL, the distinguished chairman of 
the Ways and Means Subcommittee on 
Select Revenue Measures, legislation 
to encourage family formation 
through adoption by allowing a tax de
duction for reasonable adoption ex-

effectively developed. penses. 
Further, to reduce federal loans substan- H.R. 2793 would amend the Internal 

tially would put many private colleges at Revenue Code of 1954 to modify the 
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deduction for unreimbursed adoption 
expenses for the adoption of native- or 
foreign-born children. This legislation 
is one important and responsible way 
to promote adoption as an alternative 
form of family formation. It would 
end the inequitable tax treatment of 
adoptive parents who are unable to 
deduct reasonable medical, legal, or 
other costs of adoption and cannot re
ceive reimbursement through insur
ance, as can parents with maternity 
benefits. 

This bill improves on similar legisla
tion that I introduced in the 98th Con
gress by allowing employers a busi
ness-expense deduction for adoption 
benefit programs. It would exclude 
from taxable income any adoption 
benefits paid by employers to employ
ees adopting children. This provision 
is also included in similar legislation, 
S. 856, recently introduced in the 
Senate by Senators HATCH, DENTON, 
and SIMON. I am hopeful that this in
centive will encourage more companies 
to join the 35 corporations now off er
ing adoption benefit programs to their 
employees. 

As many of our colleagues know, 
families are eligible for a tax deduc
tion for the medical expenses relating 
to the birth of a child. Adoptive par
ents, however, cannot deduct any part 
of the expenses of adoption. There is a 
growing consensus in this country that 
the public and private sectors must do 
much more to encourage adoption, not 
only to address its costs, but also to 
help in streamlining the often bureau
cratic impediments preventing the 
adoption of so many of our Nation's 
children. Fair tax treatment for adop
tive families will go a long way to 
make adoption a more viable and af
fordable alternative for prospective 
adoptive parents. 

If we are to encourage adoptions and 
to take initiatives aimed at strengthen
ing family life in this country, we must 
begin to address the costs not only of 
birth and of childcare but of adoption 
as well. These costs include adoption 
agency placement fees whi~h do not 
usually cover the actual adoption 
costs, attorney fees, and occasionally 
medical costs. We have limited these 
deductions only to adoptions that 
comply with Federal and State laws, 
thus ensuring that the costs incurred 
would be reasonable and not subject to 
any fraudulent abuses. 

To address possible concerns that 
some may have about this particular 
allowance and of adoption costs in 
general, this bill contains three cost
restricting provisions: The first is a 
cap limiting the deduction for a do
mestic adoption at $5,000 and for the 
adoption of a foreign-born child at 
$7 ,000. According to various adoption 
agencies, adoption advocacy groups, 
and adoptive parents, these caps repre
sent the average cost of an adoption. 
Reasonable adoption costs often 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
exceed these figures by a few thou
sand dollars. Maintaining a lower cap 
would contribute toward keeping 
adoption costs down. 

A second feature designed to address 
costs is an income limitation on tax
payers who may claim the adoption 
deduction. Families earning up to 
$60,000 can take 100 percent of the de
duction, while those earning between 
$60,000 and $70,000 would receive a 
ratable deduction with a complete 
phaseout at $70,000. This would help 
ensure that only those who need this 
deduction the most-low- and middle
income taxpayers-would be eligible. 

A third and important feature of 
this bill is an exclusion of eligibility 
for those who, usually stepparents, 
adopt the children of their spouses. 
This category accounted for the ma
jority of adoptions in 1975. Steppar
ents adopting spouses' children consti
tuted 63 percent of all adoptions that 
year. Since the intention of our legis
lation is to encourage adoption by re
moving the monetary barrier that may 
otherwise prevent a child from a 
loving home and family, we have ex
cluded from eligibility the expenses of 
adoptions that would not otherwise 
prevent children from entering loving 
homes. 

Some would argue that now is the 
wrong time to seek an additional de
duction. I disagree. If our children and 
families suffer, our society also suf
fers. What we cannot afford is to 
ignore the needs of our children, espe
cially at a time when we are seeking to 
revise our tax laws for the express 
purpose of making them more equita
ble. We cannot achieve equity by dis
criminating against any of our chil
dren and by maintaining barriers to 
the healthy and loving environment 
they deserve. 

Our legislation has received the en
thusiastic endorsement of the North 
American Council on Adoptable Chil
dren, Inc.; the National Committee on 
Adoption; OURS, Inc.; Universal Aid 
for Children, Inc.; and others. 

I urge our colleagues to join us in co
sponsoring this legislation and work
ing for its passage.e 

FAMILY FARM BANKRUPTCY 
ACT OF 1985 

HON. MIKE SYNAR 
OF OKLAHOMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

• Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, as origi
nal coauthor of the Family Farm 
Bankruptcy Act of 1985, I would like 
to share the following letter which is 
typical of letters I have been receiving 
from across the country illustrating 
the need for this legislation: 

The letter follows: 
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GALENA, IL, May 14, 1985. 

Hon. MIKE SYNAR, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

SIR: I support passage of House Resolu
tion 2211, an amendment to the Chapter 13 
bankruptcy law, presently under consider
ation in the House Subcommittee on Mo
nopolies and Commercial Law. I understand 
passage of this bill would include the family 
farmer in the Chapter 13 bankruptcy provi
sion by raising the debt ceiling to $1 million. 

My own parents live and farm in south
western Iowa. Their local bank foreclosed 
on them this January. My parents filed a 
Chapter 11 bankruptcy in an attempt to re
organize their debt and continue farming. 
In court the bank has been uncooperative 
and unwilling to compromise or accept my 
parents' plan to reorganize. Other creditors 
appear willing to accept a plan; however, 
the bank is owed the majority of the debt. 
Under the present Chapter 11 laws, the 
bank must agree to the plan of reorganiza
tion. 

My parents' attorney feels this Chapter 13 
amendment is crucial to the successful reor
ganization of debt for many financially 
strapped farm families. 

We know passage of this amendment will 
mean the difference between losing my fa
ther's farming operation or allowing him to 
remain a viable working member of the 
farm economy. 

I urge your committee to bring this 
amendment to the House floor immediately. 
Time is running out for many desperate 
farmers. 

Thank you for your time and consider
ation. 

Sincerely, 
CINDIA L. BALTZ •• 

GRAZING FEE LEGISLATION 

HON. DICK CHENEY 
OFWYOKING 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

e Mr. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I and 
several of my colleagues have joined 
together today to introduce a bill 
which would make permanent the cur
rent formula for establishing fees for 
livestock grazing on lands adminis
tered by the Forest Service and the 
Bureau of Land Management. 

The current grazing fee formula is 
scheduled to expire at the end of the 
current grazing year, and our bill is 
something the Congress could do to 
help livestock producers stay in busi
ness during these difficult times for 
agriculture that doesn't involve any 
additional Government spending, yet 
it could mean the difference between 
making it and going broke for many 
ranchers who depend on access to 
public grazing land for their survival. 

Annual fees currently are set by a 
formula in the Public Rangelands Im
provement Act of 1978. The formula is 
pegged to livestock prices, so that in 
years when prices are down, the fee is 
adjusted downward, and in years when 
prices are up, the fees are increased 
accordingly. This formula was worked 
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out after long years of debate and ne
gotiations involving agriculture, envi
ronmental groups, Congress, and the 
executive branch. It is fair and equita
ble to all concerned and has worked 
well for both Government and agricul
ture. 

The sponsors of this bill to perma
nently extend the current formula rec
ognize that there may be negotiations 
in the weeks ahead not only on the 
question of future grazing fees, but on 
a variety of other rangelands manage
ment issues, as well. Our objective in 
introducing this legislation today is to 
make clear our belief that a reasona
ble future fee schedule is essential to 
the survival of the livestock industry 
in the West and to signal our determi
nation to play an active part in the ne
gotiating process in order to insure 
that livestock producers get a fair 
shake. We want to make certain that 
the final result will be a rangelands 
bill that is equitable to the livestock 
industry.e 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
UNPRECEDENTED ACTION BY 

THE SOCIETY OF AMERICAN 
TRAVEL WRITERS DEMON
STRATES SUPPORT FOR THE 
U.S. TRAVEL AND TOURISM AD
MINISTRATION 

HON. WILLIAM HILL BONER 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 18, 1985 

• Mr. BONER of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to call the Mem
bers' attention to a resolution passed 
by the Society of American Travel 
Writers, a 30-year-old professional or
ganization dedicated to gaining wider 
acceptance of travel as an essential 
cultural activity. The society in an un
precedented action passed this resolu
tion in order to demonstrate their 
belief that tourism efforts should be 
recognized by actions at the Federal 
level as mandated by the National 
Tourism Policy Act of 1981 and that 
Federal funding for the U.S. Travel 
and Tourism Administration CUSTI' Al 
must be maintained. I urge my col
leagues to carefully read this resolu-
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tion highlighting the economic signifi
cance of tourism to the United States: 

RESOLUTION 

Whereas, the National Tourism Policy Act 
mandated Federal actions recognizing the 
importance of the travel and tourism indus
try to the U.S. economy; and 

Whereas, the travel and tourism industry 
is the Nation's third-largest retail or service 
industry, supporting 6.8 million jobs; and 

Whereas, approximately 21 million inter
national travelers visit the U.S. annually, 
spending more than eleven billion dollars 
while in the United States; and 

Whereas, international travel services 
ranked as the second largest services export 
in 1983; and 

Whereas, the Society of American Travel 
Writers has pledged full support of and 
active participation with the U.S. Travel 
and Tourism Administration and the Pri
vate sector in the observance of National 
Tourism Week-May 19-25; 

Resolved: That proposed funding for the 
U.S. Travel and Tourism Administration be 
continued in order to generate increased 
international tourism in the U.S. to preserve 
its healthy impact on employment, the 
small businesses of the travel industry and 
the U.S. economy. Tourism works for Amer
ica. 

By formal action of the Board of Direc
tors of the Society of American Travel Writ
ers on the eighth day of February, 1985.e 
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